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PREFACE 
The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene 
Partnership and Learning for Sustainability (WASHPaLS) #2 Activity is a five-year (2021–2026) activity 
implemented by Tetra Tech and partners. The project aims to strengthen USAID’s and partners’ water, 
sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) programming through support for learning and adoption of the 
evidence-based programmatic foundations needed to achieve sustainable development goal 6.2. The 
overarching theme for WASHPaLS #2 learning and research is area-wide sanitation (AWS). In addition 
to defining and seeking to understand effective implementation of AWS, WASHPaLS #2 implementation 
research also focuses on market-based sanitation (MBS) and social and behavior change (SBC) to reduce 
pathogen transmission pathways for infants and young children.  

While at-scale rural sanitation and hygiene programming has been undertaken for decades, the concept 
of AWS is relatively new. Between May and October 2022, WASHPaLS #2 undertook extensive desk 
review and sought expert opinion to understand the genesis and gather evidence of effective AWS 
implementation and inform an overview of its core components. The objective was to contribute to 
sector understanding of AWS and to inform WASHPaLS #2 implementation research on the theme 
over the next years of the activity. This report presents WASHPaLS #2’s current understanding of AWS 
and will serve as the basis for continued learning.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The last few decades have witnessed substantial gains in access to sanitation, as nearly 2.4 
billion people gained access to improved toilets and open defecation (OD) rates fell 12 
percentage-points globally (from 21% to 9%) between 2000 and 2020 (World Bank 2022; 
United Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF]-World Health Organization [WHO] Joint Monitoring 
Programme [JMP] 2019). Despite this progress, many countries are off track to meet their sustainable 
development goal (SDG) 6.2 targets, with progressive improvement essential to achieve universal and 
sustainable access for all. To reach these targets by 2030, a concerted effort is needed to broaden, 
combine, and strengthen existing approaches throughout the sector.  

One possible response to this is area-wide sanitation (AWS), a systems-based, outcome-
driven framework to achieve equitable, universal access and use of safely managed 
sanitation and hygiene in a given administrative area, such as a district. The focus of AWS is 
on predominantly rural administrative areas, characterized by a mix of small towns/peri-urban 
communities with mixed rural and urban characteristics, rural on-road, and rural remote areas, as 
described in the 2019 Guidance on Programming for Rural Sanitation (WaterAid 2019). While 
recognizing that, given context and different starting points, area-wide coverage targets may initially be 
set at achieving ODF or universal basic sanitation, the end goal of AWS is achieving universal access to 
safely managed sanitation services (SMSS). The hypothesized benefits of an area-wide framework include 
greater leadership by local governments, alignment of stakeholders and resources, prioritization of 
equity and inclusion, and improved sanitation outcomes for all, but AWS has not yet been subject to a 
thorough review in the literature.  

The purpose of this desk review is to collate the definitions and frameworks developed for 
AWS and examine how AWS programming has been implemented in practice. The aim is 
to arrive at a common definition of AWS, identify its core components, and develop a high-level theory 
of change (ToC) for how these components are structured.  

SELECTED KEY FINDINGS 

At their core, area-wide programs are deliberately equitable and inclusive by seeking to 
ensure that everyone in an area can access and use sanitation and hygiene products and services at all 
times, rather than only a specific target population. This focus on universal and inclusive coverage goes 
beyond existing approaches and projectized practices (whether community-led total sanitation [CLTS], 
sanitation marketing, market-based sanitation [MBS], or others), which have often focused on selected 
population groups or specific geographies within a wider area or have been implemented in silos. AWS 
is a rights-based framework that implies focusing on inclusive planning and empowerment of all people 
to claim their rights; long-term systemic changes in attitudes, behavior, policies, and laws; the need to 
shift power dynamics; and lifting of barriers to participation and inclusion (WaterAid 2018). 

AWS is a framework, rather than an approach. Under AWS, a variety of interventions, 
approaches, and stakeholders unite to support achieving the intended outcomes for the 
entire population within the designated area. In reviewing existing framework definitions for 
AWS, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene 
Partnership and Learning for Sustainability (WASHPaLS) #2 Activity review team presents four key 
principles that underpin AWS: operating at scale, aiming for universal inclusive coverage, prioritizing 
government leadership, and focusing on sustainability.  

In practice, limited documentation exists on implementation of AWS by development 
partners (DPs) or governments. This review identified 11 relevant examples which were selected as 
cases that have been implemented at scale, incorporate integrated or tailored approaches/interventions, 
and possess at least one other key principle of AWS beyond scale (universal coverage, government 
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leadership, and/or sustainability). These include some cases targeting area- or nation-wide open 
defecation free (ODF) status. While the limited available documentation prevents an in-depth review of 
their implementation and effectiveness, the review team uses the review of these examples to inform 
the identification of the core components of AWS. The existing frameworks and AWS case studies 
highlight the national and subnational building blocks presumed to be needed to implement AWS, 
including, for example, sector policies and strategies, planning and financing, institutional arrangements, 
capacity strengthening, and monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL). They also identify the mix of 
necessary sanitation and hygiene interventions, and describe system strengthening, adaptive 
management, and gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) mainstreaming as cross cutting processes 
required for strengthening intervention and service delivery efforts. 

The review team compiled these core components into a draft ToC that connects them to 
the intended outcomes of AWS of achieving universal access to SMSS. This draft ToC 
visualizes the main elements of the AWS framework and is intended as a reference for further dialogue 
and research into AWS implementation. Although these components support a preliminary (but not 
necessarily exhaustive) construction of the AWS framework, the largest gaps remain around the lack of 
documentation of area-wide programs in practice, including how these components are to be 
implemented, particularly in rural areas and under resource-constrained governments. 

AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

In theory, the objective of AWS is to equitably move all households to higher levels of sanitation service 
as quickly as possible. But the benefits of AWS remain largely hypothetical as the “how” of doing 
so across contexts—whether to implement interventions in a phased or parallel approach, how to 
ensure sustained service provision, and which target populations to reach first—remains a key 
outstanding question in operationalization. The knowledge and evidence gaps highlighted in this desk 
review reveal a key set of areas where further research could inform the sector’s understanding of 
AWS, namely in monitoring and evaluation (M&E) and adaptive management, better planning for safe 
containment and management of human waste, and how to best achieve equity objectives. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The last few decades have witnessed substantial gains in access to sanitation, as nearly 2.4 
billion people gained access to improved toilets and open defecation (OD) rates fell 12 
percentage-points globally (from 21% to 9%) between 2000 and 2020 (World Bank 2022; 
United Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF]-World Health Organization [WHO] Joint Monitoring 
Programme [JMP] 2019). Despite notable gains, an estimated 1.2 billion people remain without basic 
sanitation services1 and over 3.6 billion people lack access to safely managed sanitation services (SMSS)2 
(UNICEF-WHO JMP 2021). Of this number, over one billion either have limited access to sanitation 
services or are still using unimproved latrines, most of whom live in rural areas (UNICEF-WHO JMP 
2021). In 2020, 92% of the population still practicing OD lived in rural areas (UNICEF-WHO JMP 2021). 
Although rural communities have realized gains in sanitation access, with the reported percentage of 
people utilizing SMSS increasing from 36% to 44% between 2015 and 2020, coverage of SMSS is still 18 
percentage points lower than for urban areas (62%). Monitoring of and reporting on SMSS is also lagging, 
with only 120 countries having estimates on safely managed services (UNICEF-WHO JMP 2021). 

The slower pace of progress in rural sanitation and the high pace of population growth 
means that low- and middle-income countries (LMIC) are off track in reaching their 
sanitation targets. This stands in stark contrast to the normative direction provided to countries by 
the Human Right to Sanitation (HRTS), adopted by the United Nations (UN) in 2010 (adopted jointly 
with water, and later in 2015 as a standalone right), and by the Leave No One Behind (LNOB) agenda 
embodied in the sustainable development goals (SDGs). SDG 6.2 aims to, “by 2030, achieve access to 
adequate and equitable sanitation and hygiene for all and end open defecation, paying special attention to 
the needs of women and girls and those in vulnerable situations” (WHO 2018, 11; UN n.d.b.). 
According to the UN, the current pace of progress must quadruple for countries to achieve universal 
access to sanitation and hygiene laid out under Goal 6 (UN Water 2021). For rural, vulnerable, and 
disadvantaged populations where the burdens of disease from OD and unsafe sanitation are higher, an 
even faster pace is needed. 

This urgency to improve the coverage, equity, and sustainability of sanitation approaches 
coincides with broader shifts in the water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) sector. The 
HRTS entitles everyone access to sanitation services that provide privacy, ensure dignity, and are 
physically accessible; to ensure that right, these services should be affordable, safe, hygienic, secure, and 
socially and culturally acceptable. Previously, WASH programming was predominantly needs-based, in 
which marginalized populations were often treated as passive beneficiaries of top-down development 
interventions. In a rights-based approach, all community members possess the same right to sanitation, 
and vulnerable populations are treated with dignity, consent, and respect in overcoming barriers to 
access. These key rights must be underpinned by principles of non-discrimination and equality, 
participation, the right to information, accountability, and sustainability (WHO 2018). However, past 
approaches to sanitation, where supply-side and demand-side, hardware-oriented and behavior-oriented, 
and program delivery and system strengthening approaches have been tested and retested, show that no 
magic bullet exists in securing universal access for all. Lessons to date have led development partners 
(DPs), practitioners, sector experts, and governments to look for new approaches to sanitation that 

 

1  Defined as the use of improved facilities that are not shared with other households, where improved sanitation facilities 
are those designed to hygienically separate excreta from human contact, including flush/pour flush toilets connected to 
piped sewer systems, septic tanks or pit latrines, pit latrines with slabs (including ventilated improved pit latrines), and 
composting toilets (WHO-UNICEF JMP 2021).  

2  Defined as the “use of improved facilities that are not shared with other households and where excreta are safely disposed 
of in situ or removed and treated offsite” (WHO-UNICEF JMP 2021). 
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they can learn from and scale promising approaches, improve collaboration and cross-sector 
governance, and put equity and inclusion at the forefront of policymaking (WaterAid 2019).  

Over the last two decades, a growing body of research and significant advocacy efforts 
re-envisioned sanitation programming as moving away from individual interventions 
toward a system strengthening approach (Trancón, Boulenouar, and Tillett 2021; UNICEF 
2016c). This shift moves away from singular supply- or demand-driven approaches toward one of 
sanitation service delivery and systems strengthening to achieve universal access to SMSS that 
encompasses the safe containment, removal, transport, treatment, and disposal or reuse of human 
excreta from the environment (Robinson and Peal 2020). For safe containment, many rural communities 
still lack access to even basic sanitation and require interventions to eliminate OD and improve toilet 
ownership and quality. However, increased ownership of on-site latrine models in many rural and peri-
urban areas means that solutions for emptying, transport, treatment, and disposal/reuse (i.e., fecal sludge 
management [FSM]) have become increasingly necessary, particularly in those contexts where rural pit 
latrines cannot be safely abandoned when full (Robinson and Peal 2020). This diversity in needs along the 
sanitation service chain requires an equally diverse set of approaches customized to individual 
communities and incorporating post- open defecation free (ODF) strategies as and when communities 
improve access to sanitation services. 

To reach the SDG 6 targets of universal and equitable sanitation access by 2030, a 
concerted effort is needed to broaden, combine, and strengthen existing approaches 
utilized throughout the sector (WaterAid 2019). One possible response to this is area-wide 
sanitation (AWS). By name, area-wide programming suggests that sanitation and hygiene 
programming is applied across a given administrative area, such as a district (WaterAid 2019; World 
Bank 2019), with the overall aim of ensuring access to and use of sanitation services and key hygiene 
behaviors for everyone within that area. The main benefit of AWS is that it forces governments and 
implementers to start thinking about and planning, from the beginning, how best to reach all people and 
communities, including those in more challenging contexts or who face specific barriers to adequate 
sanitation and hygiene. Under a rights-based approach, this implies focusing on inclusive planning and 
empowerment of all people to claim their rights; long-term systemic changes in attitudes, behaviors, 
policies, and laws; the need to shift power dynamics; and removing barriers to participation and 
inclusion (WaterAid 2018). Otherwise, status-quo approaches can lead to the adoption of a trickle-
down approach, which operates in the easiest environments first (i.e., low-hanging fruit) and neglects 
those most affected by inadequate sanitation and hygiene. Those typically neglected tend to be the 
poorest, most marginalized, and those who live in the most challenging contexts—all of these people are 
often missed in programs that do not use an area-wide, inclusive framework.  

By focusing on the goal of universal area-wide access, AWS has important implications for 
how sanitation policies, strategies, programs, and targets are defined, implemented, and 
evaluated (SNV 2019a; United States Agency for International Development [USAID] 2020; Tillett and 
Smits 2017). AWS not only instills a much more conscious framework to ensuring equity and inclusion, 
but it also shifts the emphasis from a projectized to a local government-driven approach that 
strengthens local systems. Examples of area-wide frameworks include the drive for area-wide ODF 
achievement at the district or county level (e.g., Bangladesh, Nigeria, Indonesia) (Hanchett 2016; 
UNICEF 2016a; Mukherjee 2009). Area-wide frameworks also have been adopted in urban areas 
through initiatives such as city-wide inclusive sanitation (CWIS), a sanitation framework focused on 
achieving universal access through greater adaptability of interventions, integration of programming, and 
coordination across stakeholders (Gambrill, Gilsdorf, and Kotwal 2020; Asian Development Bank [ADB] 
2021; Hueso 2017). Some country governments, such as Uganda and Kenya, are also implementing area-
wide frameworks in their respective sanitation planning for urban areas (Uganda) and entire counties 
(Kenya) (Republic of Kenya 2019; Kampala Capital City Authority 2019). 
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However, AWS is a relatively new concept; it has not yet been subject to a thorough 
review in the literature and in practice has been implemented under a diverse array of 
frameworks and approaches. While several framework definitions for AWS exist, those that do vary 
across organizations and implementing partners, each suited to a different construction of what factors 
are deemed needed to achieve universal access to sanitation (Tillett and Smits 2017; WaterAid 2019; 
USAID 2020; World Bank 2019; SNV 2019a). For governments drafting area-wide plans and policies, 
many are tied to different outcomes (e.g., ranging from achieving ODF to SMSS) and at different scales, 
all while utilizing similar principles of scale, equity, universal coverage, government ownership, impact, 
and sustainability (Government of the Republic of Malawi 2018; Government of the Republic of Zambia 
2019a; Keesiga 2018; Kabarole District Local Government 2018). Additionally, the core components 
that drive AWS and how those compare to other sector frameworks that are devoted to strengthening 
WASH systems (UNICEF 2016b), fostering greater sustainability (WASH Alliance FIETS model), or 
models to improve service delivery and equity (Sanitation and Water for All [SWA] Collaborative 
Behaviors and Building Blocks [SWA n.d.a.; SWA n.d.b.]) have not been clearly defined.  

The purpose of this desk review, conducted by the USAID Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene 
Partnership and Learning for Sustainability (WASHPaLS) #2 Activity review team, is to 
collate the definitions and frameworks previously developed for AWS and examine how 
past AWS frameworks have been implemented in practice. The aim is to consolidate a working 
definition of AWS, identify the core components, develop a high-level theory of change (ToC) for how 
these components and associated AWS interventions are structured, and inform future AWS-related 
learning priorities. While this desk review is not meant to serve as detailed guidelines for specific 
programming or contexts, it does present relevant thematic insights from available literature based on 
previous implementation of interventions operating under an area-wide framework.  

The remainder of this desk review is structured as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of 
past sanitation programming in rural areas and sector trends that led to the development of an area-
wide framework for rural sanitation; Section 3 defines AWS, intended outcomes, and hypothesized 
benefits; Section 4 collates existing framework definitions for AWS used across organizations and 
governments and identifies the key principles behind AWS; Section 5 reviews examples of area-wide 
interventions implemented by DPs and country and local governments and provides an overview of their 
programming characteristics; Section 6 outlines the core components of AWS and builds a high-level 
ToC connecting the key principles, core components, interventions, and outcomes defined in previous 
sections; Section 7 presents key takeaways from the desk review and suggested areas for future 
research to overcome some of the identified challenges in implementing AWS. 
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METHODOLOGY FOR THE DESK REVIEW 

This desk review has five objectives: 1) construct a working definition of AWS, 2) collate the area-wide 
frameworks that exist for sanitation, 3) identify interventions by implementing organizations and country 
governments that have applied area-wide frameworks, 4) identify the core components of AWS and construct a 
high-level ToC for this systems-based framework to sanitation, and 5) identify evidence gaps related to the AWS 
core components, ToC, and effective implementation of an area-wide framework to sanitation and hygiene. 

To achieve these objectives, the review team compiled a collection of literature sourced from DPs, implementing 
organizations, WASH-focused organizations and resource repositories, and official government documents. This 
literature is a mix of evidence on processes (process and formative evaluations), case studies, systematic reviews, 
reports, other gray literature, and academic journal articles. The review of this literature was informed and 
supplemented by key informant interviews (KIIs) with sanitation experts. These interviews were used to inform 
and validate areas of research under AWS and provide context on how changes in area-wide frameworks 
developed over time (and that are not often codified in the literature). 

The literature search initiated with the first objective of identifying definitions and frameworks from international 
organizations, DPs, and WASH-sector consortiums that specifically mentioned “area-wide sanitation,” “area-wide 
programming,” or followed a broad definition of operating at the level of an administrative area to cover all those 
within that area.3 From the literature search and interview process, the review team identified five relevant area-
wide frameworks (Section 4). 

The team then reviewed prominent sanitation programs and interventions from various implementing 
organizations, DPs, and country governments that have been implemented at scale and incorporate some of the 
core tenants of AWS identified from the available definitions. For implementing organizations and DPs 
(collectively referred to as “development partners”), programs that have been implemented under an area-wide 
framework were largely identified through KIIs and then examined against some of the guiding principles of AWS. 
These principles were suggested by the sanitation experts the team consulted, namely scale, equity, sustainability, 
local government led, universality, monitoring and evaluation (M&E), and adaptive management. For country 
governments using area-wide frameworks, the team assessed countries on their level of decentralization in 
sanitation programming to subnational levels of government, whereby sanitation programs and interventions may 
be designed at a country, district, and/or provincial level. From the literature search and interview process, the 
team identified a non-exhaustive list of three relevant case studies from DPs and eight relevant countries that 
have sufficient documentation of area-wide implementation (Section 5).  

The team used the framework definitions available in the literature and experiences of area-wide interventions by 
DPs and governments to then assemble a hypothesized set of core components under AWS (Section 6). To do 
so, the team also analyzed the main pillars of existing sanitation-sector frameworks that align with the goals of 
AWS and used all the above information to develop a draft ToC for AWS. The ToC presents a high-level, 
hypothesized visualization of the integration of the systems-level building blocks and specific sanitation 
interventions under AWS and how these relate to one another and to the intended outcomes of AWS (although 
the specific causal pathways of change are not yet mapped out).  

The findings from the desk review should not be considered mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive. As a 
systems-based framework for sanitation, AWS contains many components that can be interpreted and formatted 
under a different construction than what the review team proposes. Likewise, the research and case studies 
included represent a thorough but preliminary review of the literature and should not be viewed as a collective 
body of area-wide interventions, particularly due to the limited available documentation around AWS. Lastly, this 
desk review should be viewed as a living document that can be updated as more experience, research, and 
learning occurs. 

  

 
3  The review team excludes urban-specific frameworks for AWS, such as CWIS, from the analysis. Although CWIS is 

mentioned for reference to applying sanitation approaches at scale, this desk review focuses on frameworks that are 
relevant across broader geographies that will include rural and remote areas and small towns. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND ON RURAL SANITATION APPROACHES 

2.1 A SUMMARY OF CURRENT AND PAST APPROACHES TO SANITATION 

The majority of sanitation interventions before the 2000s approached challenges to 
sanitation access primarily as an infrastructure problem. Most rural interventions consisted of 
supply-driven programming providing low-cost sanitation hardware that often failed to account for the 
operational or maintenance needs from long-term use (Jenkins and Sugden 2006; Brown 1992). Such 
supply-driven interventions did not address the behavioral barriers that depressed demand for usage and 
upkeep of toilets and were only infrequently accompanied by health-focused promotion components 
(Jenkins and Sugden 2006). Without sufficient demand, incentives for latrine ownership were low as 
households expected free sanitation materials, and norms in many communities had not yet shifted to 
outwardly oppose OD or encourage independent adoption of toilets (iDE 2016). In the 1990s, the 
concepts of “demand-driven,” “people-centered,” or “bottom-up” approaches became more engrained, 
and participatory approaches to sanitation and hygiene promotion, such as participatory hygiene and 
sanitation transformation and community health clubs, became more widely used (Evans, van der 
Voorden, and Peal 2009). Promotion of sanitation also shifted from a health and hygiene focus to the 
usability benefits of comfort, privacy, convenience, and safety (Jenkins and Sugden 2006). Nonetheless, 
progress in increasing rural coverage was slow. In 1999, the introduction of community-led total 
sanitation (CLTS) in Bangladesh introduced a new paradigm and a radical way of looking at sanitation. 
CLTS made use of the near universal disgust associated with human excreta to provoke urgent and 
collective local action to become ODF; it also introduced the concepts of “total sanitation,” requiring 
that everyone in the community have access to and use sanitation facilities to tangibly reap the benefits 
of a clean environment. Through the principle of “community problems, community solutions”, CLTS 
delivered a hands-off approach by facilitators coupled with collective responsibility and community 
empowerment to improve sanitation (Kar and Chambers 2008).  

CLTS emerged as an approach focused on behavior change to end OD practices and 
trigger demand for community sanitation. Specifically crafted for rural areas, CLTS programming 
quickly became one of the most deployed sanitation interventions globally (Venkataramanan et al. 2018). 
CLTS has led to notable OD reductions in the communities in which it has been implemented, but gains 
in OD reduction and elimination have not been universal and slippage (where communities that were 
certified ODF revert to OD practices) remains an acknowledged concern (Jerneck, van der Voorden, 
and Rudholm 2016; Hickling 2019; USAID 2018a).4 CLTS, with its focus on reaching the entire 
community and on intra-community support, is by design one of the most inclusive approaches used at 
scale in the sector and evaluations have pointed to disadvantaged people in CLTS-intervention 
communities expressing benefits related to safety, convenience, ease of use, self-esteem, health, dignity, 
improved environment, and income generation, beyond gaining access to sanitation facilities (House, 
Cavill, and Ferron 2017). But it is also clear that CLTS is not automatically inclusive of disadvantaged 
people and that they are not proactively considered at the forefront of implementation (House, Cavill, 
and Ferron 2017). Studies also show that CLTS can reinforce inequitable gender dynamics and exclude 
marginalized groups when considerations for gender and equity are not explicitly considered in program 
design (Roose, Rankin, and Cavill 2015; Davis 2016).  

The onset of CLTS and its “no-hardware subsidy policy” provided a viable alternative and 
a promise to a more inclusive way of programming that targeted “total” coverage, rather 

 
4  Reasons for the occurrence of slippage range from poor households predominantly investing in low-quality latrines to 

factors including seasonal weather patterns, community in-and-out migration, soil quality, or insufficient post-program 
support (Myers and Gnilo 2017). These factors impact the success of CLTS, with previous studies identifying slippage rates 
in post-ODF communities between 15% and up to 100% in cases across Africa (Stuart et al. 2021). 
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than reaching only selected households, as was the case in other sanitation interventions 
(Kar and Chambers 2008). Yet, subsidies can be a particularly versatile tool to implement and have 
been leveraged by governments and programs in a variety of contexts to reach poor households 
(Andres et al. 2019). Sanitation subsidies can alleviate income and liquidity constraints to 
purchasing or maintaining a toilet or sanitation product—supporting households to access 
(partial) sanitation technologies such as slabs, cement rings, or entire toilets through a variety of financial 
support mechanisms (ranging from direct provision of hardware to various types of financial mechanisms 
such as provision of discounts, rebates, and vouchers) (Andres et al. 2019). However, evidence shows 
that these interventions can lead to mixed results in substantially reducing OD and improving sanitation 
services generally (Robinson 2005b; Evans, van der Voorden, and Peal 2009; Robinson and Gnilo 2016). 
Subsidy benefits often go to non-poor households (Robinson and Gnilo 2016) and can distort sanitation 
markets by weakening demand for household investments in toilets in addition to being an inefficient use 
of limited public resources that are often mismanaged (iDE 2019; Evans, van der Voorden, and Peal 
2009; Andres et al. 2019). Development programs, including through direct provision or heavy 
subsidization of toilet goods, also severely disrupted or distorted local toilet supply chains or prices 
(UNICEF 2021).  

Market-based sanitation (MBS) has seen a rise in popularity as a method to increase 
private sector engagement and develop sanitation markets in rural areas (Robertson 
2019). Leveraging private sector actors, MBS programs often lead to investment in more durable toilets 
compared to CLTS and have had some success in catering to customers’ needs and preferences, 
resulting in higher quality, safer, and better designed latrines. Results from previous studies show that 
MBS can increase toilet coverage, but it currently only reaches a modest percentage of households and 
few cases have been successfully scaled due to the contextualized nature of local sanitation markets and 
their enabling environments (USAID 2018b). On the benefits of MBS, evidence from rural Bangladesh 
where private sanitation businesses are prevalent shows that private sanitation purveyors were viewed 
as more responsive to customer needs, flexible with incremental payment methods, and offered a wider 
array of sanitation products compared with public manufacturers (Robinson and Paul 2000; Heierli and 
Frias 2007). In Cambodia, over 80% of latrines purchased by rural households were from private 
providers, exhibiting the reach that private actors can have and the role they can play in expanding 
sanitation access in rural areas5 (Pedi, Kov, and Smets 2012). However, existing factors including the 
price of sanitation products, liquidity of household or individual funds, and profitability of sanitation 
businesses have prevented the poorest and most marginalized households from meaningfully 
participating in the marketplace (USAID 2018b). The viability of market-based programming and 
sanitation services as a business model can vary across rural contexts, with the most successful 
examples found in Asia, while programs in sub-Saharan Africa have been less effective (USAID 2018b). A 
study in 2020 proposed several factors explaining this gap in outcome: in sub-Saharan Africa’s relatively 
challenging business environment, notable challenges include higher costs of doing business, less 
developed infrastructure, and lower population density. Additionally, projects in sub-Saharan Africa had 
shorter average duration than those in Asia, depriving implementers of the time required to iterate their 
approach and develop locally relevant strategies (Agarwal et al. 2020). 

CLTS and MBS are two approaches that illustrate how demand- and supply-side sanitation 
programming shifted in the last 20 years to improve access to and use of rural sanitation. 
However, their implementation as singular interventions is representative of the fragmentation that has 
existed within many past approaches (Venkataramanan 2017). Sector experts have noted the siloed 
nature of sub-sectors within the broader WASH sector (Narayan et al. 2021). This is further affected by 

 
5  However, despite the high prevalence of private providers in Cambodia, their higher rates of private-sector involvement are 

unique due to several factors that make it an ideal context for sanitation marketing, including types of latrines preferred, 
cost of labor, and preference for non-community solutions (Andy Robinson, personal communication). 
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the highly project-driven nature of the sector, where DPs and international nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs) have traditionally had a strong ability to influence programming approaches and 
interventions through the resources and support they make available, particularly in low-income 
countries that substantially lack financial and human resources (HR). As concluded in the 2022 UN-
Water Global Analysis and Assessment of Sanitation and Drinking-Water (GLAAS) report, only 14% of 
90 countries reported having sufficient funding to reach national targets for rural sanitation, and 78% of 
countries that require an acceleration to achieve their sanitation targets reported having less than 50% 
of the financial resources needed to implement national drinking-water and sanitation plans (WHO and 
UN Water 2022). Government partners are often keen to welcome programs and projects into their 
area, even if these programs implement different and sometimes contradictory approaches. Because 
such projects are always time-bound, they tend to contribute to a situation where interventions are 
started but abandoned, HR recruited and capacitated but then let go, and/or post-intervention follow-up 
is not guaranteed.  

To address this fragmentation and the increasing connectivity between sanitation and 
other sectors, including health, nutrition, education, and gender equality, more recent 
initiatives place greater emphasis on combining sanitation approaches for greater impact. 
The limitations in CLTS coverage and sustainability challenges, for example, have prompted further 
iterations of CLTS programming that involve the combination of interventions (e.g., the inclusion of 
subsidies and sanitation marketing, to increase coverage, improve latrine quality, and make CLTS more 
inclusive (Jones et al. 2016; USAID 2018a). For MBS, greater attention is given to the role of 
governments in establishing conducive business and enabling environments as well as national and local 
supply chains to support profitable sanitation enterprises (World Bank 2013b). In general, rural 
sanitation programs also invest more heavily in local system building. However, insufficient evidence 
exists on the most effective methods of combining interventions in different contexts, including which 
interventions may be most compatible and when and in what sequence they should be applied.  

Sustainability of CLTS sanitation gains in rural areas, particularly in post-implementation 
and post-ODF contexts, remains an elusive goal (Wamera 2016). Slippage of ODF status 
threatens sustainability in post-CLTS communities as the low-durability toilets that CLTS programs 
often result in, degrade quickly and are more susceptible to natural disasters or unsuitable climate 
conditions (USAID 2018a; Robinson and Gnilo 2016; Crocker, Saywell, and Bartram 2017; USAID 
2021c; Delaire et al. 2022). Long-term progress for behavior changes and habit formation around 
preventing OD is often non-linear, meaning that a high risk of reversion remains, particularly at the 
initial stages when new habits have not yet been fully formed6 (Jerneck, van der Voorden, and Rudholm 
2016). This is particularly true for marginalized and vulnerable communities who face higher risks of 
slippage post-implementation compared to their non-vulnerable counterparts—an equity consideration 
that is inconsistently incorporated in program design and implementation (Myers and Gnilo 2017). To 
combat reversion and ensure sanitation gains are sustained, expectations of slippage need to be 
prioritized in policy designs and overall strategy to most effectively respond to and mitigate slippage 
when it occurs, rather than waiting for it to be identified (Myers and Gnilo 2017). To this end, and 
recognizing their broader aims beyond just mitigating slippage, Kenya, Nepal, the Philippines, Zambia, 
and other countries have established post-ODF strategies (with more under development) in 
government sanitation plans and frameworks (Robinson 2022; Government of Nepal 2011; Republic of 
the Philippines 2019; Government of the Republic of Zambia 2018). Through a focus on interventions 
such as MBS, FSM, social and behavior change (SBC), and/or system strengthening, these post-ODF plans 
provide a pathway for countries to gradually reach higher levels of sanitation service delivery toward 

 
6  The risk of reversion is hypothesized to progressively decrease as positive sanitation habits are continuously formed and 

engrained within communities and households (Jerneck, van der Voorden, and Rudholm 2016). 
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SMSS. However, these post-ODF strategies often still lack the funding and prioritization to effectively 
mitigate slippage (Wamera 2016). 

2.2 ADDRESSING SAFE CONTAINMENT AND MANAGEMENT 

Beyond getting households to use improved toilets, few rural CLTS sanitation 
interventions have focused on whether toilets or other sanitation facilities adequately 
contain human excreta, or what happens to fecal sludge when pits or tanks fill up. Most 
national and program sanitation monitoring systems focus on checking whether households have access 
to an improved toilet rather than examining sanitation behavior and how sanitation services and user 
practices change over time (Khan et al. 2017). As a result, most large-scale rural sanitation programs fail 
to adequately address or monitor a number of important sanitation behaviors, including shared use of 
household toilets, safe child excreta disposal, safe excreta containment by household toilets, and FSM 
when toilet containment systems are closed, emptied, or replaced (Robinson and Peal 2020). More 
recent monitoring of the safe management of fecal waste, such as under SNV’s Sustainable Sanitation and 
Hygiene for All (SSH4A) program (SNV 2018), confirms that some improved sanitation systems do not 
safely contain excreta. In areas with high groundwater or flooding, or where pits fill quickly with liquid 
wastes, some surface outflows were reported from the pits of otherwise improved sanitation facilities. 
Septic tanks frequently exhibit unsafe surface outflows, particularly in low-income or congested areas, as 
these systems often lack the soak pits or absorption trenches required for effluent disposal into the soil 
(Kolsky, Fleming, and Bartram 2019). 

Wastewater outflows from toilet containment systems raise significant concern as these 
outflows contain high pathogen loads, are rarely monitored, and are rarely safely managed 
(Robinson and Peal 2020). The limited pathogen removal achieved by even well-designed septic tanks 
means that septic tank effluent generally contains many thousands of “human infective doses” of 
helminth eggs, protozoa, viruses, and bacteria (Mitchell, Abeysuriya, and Ross 2016). Consequently, any 
surface outflows of fecal sludge or wastewater are hazardous, particularly when these outflows occur 
close to the house or in nearby areas that children or animals frequent. There is also a risk of 
groundwater contamination when the outflows from the latrine pit or septic tank are below ground and 
near groundwater supply (Robinson and Peal 2020; Ravenscroft et al. 2017). In both cases, closer 
monitoring of containment and emptying practices are critical, as are rapid and effective response 
mechanisms when monitoring detects unsafe practices. 

A recent study examined the fecal pathogen load that was returned to the environment in four different 
settings (Ghana, Mozambique, Senegal, and Indonesia) and found that 50%–58% of the excreta was 
unsafely released, with the vast majority (80%–98%) of this unsafe release occurring close to the 
household (i.e., in the toilet interface, containment, or during emptying) (Kolsky, Fleming, and Bartram 
2019). Importantly, the study found that the data on the unsafe return of excreta in these four LMICs 
suggested that dry pit latrines were safer than septic tank toilets, and septic tank toilets were safer than 
sewerage. A 2020 study of the use of SMSS in rural Global Sanitation Fund (GSF) programs (Robinson 
and Peal 2020) found that unsafe excreta returns before containment—that is, excreta that never 
reaches the pit or tank because of either OD, unsafe child excreta disposal, or unsafe toilets without 
containment—can be significant: in the five GSF country programs surveyed, between 8% and 24% of 
excreta did not reach containment. Unsafe child excreta disposal represented between one quarter and 
one half of these unsafe excreta flows, and it is considered a significant public health hazard because 
child excreta is often disposed of close to the home and, in some cultures, is not considered to be 
hazardous. Yet, few rural sanitation programs monitor child excreta disposal and diaper disposal or 
actively promote safe child excreta disposal practices. 

While many rural toilets use unlined pits that are covered and replaced when full, there are some rural 
and peri-urban contexts and technology types (e.g., pour-flush toilets to small lined pits or small septic 
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tanks) in which the excreta containment systems require periodic emptying. However, safe emptying 
and transport services, and safe treatment and disposal sites, tend to be either rare and/or 
expensive in rural areas (Robinson and Peal 2020). Where emptying is required, fecal sludge is 
often emptied manually and often disposed of in the open (e.g., fields, ditches, and water bodies) close 
to the emptying site. There is currently little or no monitoring of fecal sludge emptying, transport, 
treatment, and disposal services in rural areas, and few incentives or mechanisms to promote or enforce 
safe practices (Robinson and Peal 2020). One of the challenges is that off-site sanitation services involve 
both informal and formal service providers, and households are often unaware of what happens to the 
fecal sludge once it leaves their property. In contexts where off-site services are utilized, household 
surveys are insufficient to assess the use of SMSS, with additional monitoring instruments (e.g., surveys 
of service providers and local authorities) required to monitor and regulate these off-site services. 

The emerging focus on AWS and the operational frameworks developed by programs 
provide a response to the points discussed above, noting that AWS is a framework, rather than 
an approach (as discussed further in Section 3). Current approaches to rural sanitation and hygiene have 
not been able to reach equity, scale, and sustainability at the level required to ensure achievement of 
sanitation and hygiene targets. Slippage and other sustainability challenges strongly relate to a lack of 
systems and resources, such as planning, M&E, and continued follow-up with communities and 
households that have made sanitation gains. These problems are compounded by the presence of low 
durability toilets induced by CLTS and the lack of developed sanitation markets that can facilitate wider 
access to durable toilet product systems. Additionally, CLTS and MBS mostly focus on getting people to 
access and use toilets but less so on the requirements to ensure SMSS. The continued projectized 
approach with many partners implementing and funding interventions separately and the lack of available 
public financing leaves most local governments under-resourced and under-capacitated to ensure strong 
local government leadership, coordination, and harmonization. Vulnerable populations and those in 
challenging contexts require more targeted time- and resource-intensive approaches and support to 
access and use sanitation and hygiene services. The following sections will explore how AWS could 
respond to these and other challenges.  
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3.0 DEFINING AREA-WIDE SANITATION 

3.1 WHAT IS AREA-WIDE SANITATION? 

The review team took as a starting point that AWS is a framework that aims to ensure 
sanitation and hygiene for the entire population within a given administrative area. 
Specifically, AWS is outcome-oriented and focuses on the entire population meeting sanitation and 
hygiene coverage targets set for that area. For sanitation, the defined outcomes can span the JMP7 
service levels, but they generally aim for either basic or safely managed services (or otherwise align to 
government sanitation targets), provided that the defined outcomes are universally attained within that 
area.8, 9 For hygiene, this also focuses on achieving the practice of key hygienic behaviors, such as 
handwashing with water and soap at appropriate times (Box 1). Handwashing is specifically referenced in 
the SDG 6.2 indicators, has its own JMP hand hygiene service levels, and is also included in many ODF 
protocols. Table 1 shows the JMP’s sanitation and hand hygiene service levels, respectively. 

TABLE 1: UNICEF-WHO JMP SANITATION AND HYGIENE SERVICE LEVELS 

SANITATION SERVICE LEVELS HAND HYGIENE SERVICE LEVELS 

Safely Managed 

Use of improved facilities that are not 
shared with other households and where 
excreta are safely disposed of in situ or 

removed and treated offsite 

Basic Availability of a handwashing facility with 
soap and water at home 

Basic Use of improved facilities which are not 
shared with other households Limited Availability of a handwashing facility 

lacking soap and/or water at home Limited Use of improved facilities shared between 
two or more households 

Unimproved 
Use of pit latrines without a slab or 
platform, hanging latrines, or bucket 

latrines No Facility No handwashing facility on premises 
Open 

Defecation 

Disposal of human feces in fields, forests, 
bushes, open bodies of water, beaches, and 

other open spaces or with solid waste 
Source: UNICEF-WHO JMP 2021. 

 

 
7  The WHO-UNICEF JMP for water supply, sanitation, and hygiene. 

8  For this desk review, the review team defines sanitation and hygiene outcomes in accordance with the definitions set by 
the JMP for sanitation and hygiene service levels, as shown in Table 1. 

9  For this desk review, the team focuses on household access to sanitation and hygiene and the attempt to reach universal, 
area-wide access for all households. While public and institutional access to sanitation and hygiene are relevant 
components to AWS, they are not explored in this review. 
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Box 1. Hygiene and AWS 

Rural sanitation programs almost universally include a hygiene promotion element due to the near inseparable 
nature of sanitation and hygiene in the quest to prevent fecal contamination and fecal-borne diseases. Depending 
on the context, the focus of this hygiene promotion may differ and include anything from handwashing with 
water and soap, safe water use and treatment, menstrual hygiene management, bathing, food hygiene, animal 
husbandry, animal feces management, and others. Previous research has shown that handwashing with water 
and soap is one of the most effective ways to prevent the spread of fecal-borne diseases including diarrhea 
(WHO 2017; UNICEF 2018a; USAID 2021a; Wolf et al. 2022). As such, it has been explicitly included in SDG 
6.2 and is frequently prioritized within ODF plans and government sanitation policies that incorporate 
handwashing and hygiene promotion interventions alongside sanitation programming (Robinson and Peal 2020). 
Handwashing is thus crucial to achieving the health benefits of increased access to and use of sanitation services 
and remains a central tenet of AWS. However, in the context of this desk review, hygiene promotion or 
hygienic behaviors are referred to in a broad sense, without necessarily distinguishing between handwashing 
promotion or broader hygienic behaviors, which are program and context specific. 

AWS is aligned to and defined by recent global sanitation and hygiene targets that 
prioritize universal coverage. In line with the HRTS and the establishment of the SDGs in 2015 (UN 
2014; UN n.d.b.), WASH-sector normative guidance and frameworks emphasize the need for universal 
latrine coverage with the ultimate goal of reaching universal access to at least basic sanitation (WHO 
2018; UNICEF-WHO JMP 2019; WaterAid 2019; Gibson, Eales, and Nsubuga-Mugga 2018, SWA 2018). 
SDG 6.2 targets universal coverage for all, which has subsequently been adopted by a significant share of 
member states in national sanitation policies. Almost half of the countries included in the 2019 GLAAS 
status report reported having WASH policies in place that encourage universal sanitation coverage by 
2030 (WHO and UN-Water 2019). 

AWS is both a response to the focus on universal coverage and a recognition that past 
interventions and partnerships to improve access to sanitation and hygiene have largely 
been fragmented and unsuccessful in reaching last-mile populations. Being able to respond to 
the needs of vulnerable and other last-mile populations is a key step toward universal latrine coverage in 
a given area (UNICEF-WHO JMP, 2019). At their core, area-wide programs seek to promote equity and 
inclusivity by requiring that everyone within an area achieve improved sanitation and hygiene outcomes, 
with particular attention toward marginalized communities unsuccessfully reached by past interventions 
(Box 2 outlines more details on the gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) dimensions of AWS). 
This focus on universal coverage contrasts with or goes beyond existing approaches and projectized 
practices (whether CLTS, sanitation marketing/MBS, or others), which have either been implemented in 
silos or focused on selected geographies (e.g., MBS programs that avoid challenging contexts requiring 
expensive product systems or places too far from supply chains to reach profitably, or CLTS programs 
focusing on numbers of ODF communities without aiming to reach all communities within an 
administrative area). Under AWS, rather than identifying a single intervention or tool, a variety of 
interventions, approaches, and stakeholders may be combined, as appropriate in a given context, to 
support achieving the intended outcomes for the entire population within the respective area. This 
involves a particular focus on vulnerable and marginalized groups, such as, but not limited to, 
women/girls, men/boys, persons with disabilities, the elderly, those living in challenging contexts, and 
other marginalized populations. 
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Box 2. GESI in an AWS Context 

Driven by the goal to reach all populations within a given area, AWS seeks to expand and sustain access for 
marginalized and disadvantaged populations. To achieve this, AWS adopts a GESI lens to ensure that all 
programming reaches its intended populations and that all groups within a given area can fulfill their right to 
sanitation services. The emphasis of GESI in AWS builds off of a large research base in the sector around 
achieving more equitable and inclusive sanitation outcomes. One  example of this is equality and non-
discrimination (EQND), a key equity principle widely integrated into CLTS and broader sanitation programming, 
for example by the GSF, to support equal access (House, Cavill, and Ferron 2017; Water Supply and Sanitation 
Collaborative Council [WSSCC] 2019a). In addition to EQND, this GESI lens includes several principles, 
frameworks, and terminologies central to AWS that can help practitioners prioritize marginalized and 
disadvantaged groups in program design, implementation, and monitoring.  

Equality terminology explained 

Equity is the principle of fairness and involves recognizing that people are different and need different types of 
support and resources for their rights to be recognized. In many ways, equity is the process of achieving 
equality, a legal principle that ensures that everyone enjoys the same opportunities and rights.  

Treating people equally will not necessarily result in equitable outcomes for them if their starting point was not 
equal to begin with. It is, therefore, important to aim for substantive equity, taking sex, race, age, ethnicity, 
disability status, and others into account and putting special measures in place, such as allocations or support to 
specific disadvantaged groups, to ensure equality of opportunity.  

Linked to equality is the principle of non-discrimination: the legal principle that prohibits any distinction, 
exclusion, or restriction that results in either an individual or group of people not being able to enjoy or realize 
their human rights on an equal basis with others based on “prohibited grounds.” 

For equality to be achieved, it requires inclusion—for people to be present and actively engaged in processes 
that ensure their needs and rights are recognized. This requires understanding inequality and barriers faced. A 
key concept is vulnerability: individuals/groups under threat of physical or mental harm, either at times of 
conflict, abuse, rape, or neglect or because of disadvantaged social or economic status. All individuals may 
sometimes be vulnerable, requiring support to realize their human rights. If that support is never forthcoming, 
this can imply marginalization: a process that systematically denies people opportunities and resources 
available to others. The most extreme form of marginalization is exclusion. People who are excluded often find 
themselves without a voice, unheard, unable to influence decision making, or not counted. 

Yet, it is essential to emphasize the situation that makes people vulnerable rather than assigning entire groups 
that status. This is reflected in the terminology of people who are potentially disadvantaged, or in other 
words: “individuals and groups who may be vulnerable, marginalized, excluded or actively discriminated against, 
or experiencing inequities, inequalities or stigma” (House, Cavill, and Ferron 2017). 

This equity terminology is also paired with additional GESI principles, as listed by the WSSCC 
(2019b), including:  

● Recognize difference: including the contributions different people can make through their 
participation 

● Do nothing about us, without us: Involve people who may be disadvantaged in discussions and 
decision making, including on respectful terminology, and collaborate with organizations representing 
people who may be most disadvantaged.  

● Do no harm: Take every precaution to ensure people will not be harmed through interventions, 
including inadvertently.  

● Empower: Promote confidence through encouraging active participation in decision-making. 

● Facilitate support where needed: Identify and target support to those people who need it most in 
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a transparent and effective way, starting from support measures at the household and community level, 
but also including external measures, such as national targeted support mechanisms and social safety 
nets. 

● Commit to building capacities: Leaving no one behind (LNOB) requires a mindset shift and a 
general increase in capacity on how to integrate EQND into policies, programs, and processes.  

● Learn and improve: Listen to those who may be disadvantaged and benefit from their skills. 

The intermediate outcomes that AWS aims to achieve will vary depending on the context and pre-
existing level of sanitation access and service delivery, but the end goal of AWS is to achieve 
universal and sustained use of SMSS and basic hygiene. To achieve this goal, everyone within an 
area must achieve a set of disaggregated outcomes, including:  

• Universal use of a durable toilet with safe containment, 

• Universal practice of hand hygiene at critical times, 

• Basic sanitation and hygiene services10 in institutions and public spaces, 

• Universal safe treatment or disposal of human waste, including emptying and transport, FSM, or 
in-situ treatment, and 

• Universal safe management and disposal of IYC feces. 

These outcomes broadly correspond with the key indicators used by the JMP and advocated by the 
WHO Guidelines on Sanitation and Health (UNICEF-WHO JMP 2021; WHO 2018).  

By focusing on SMSS as the final outcome, governments are encouraged to start planning for SMSS and 
building the service delivery chain from the beginning of sanitation programming. This allows 
governments to preemptively establish structures and systems to plan for continued use of high-quality, 
durable toilets, preemptively ensure the sustainability of sanitation services and hygienic practices by 
engaging in post-ODF planning, and connect interventions that support those outcomes toward the 
highest goal of reaching SMSS in accordance with national and global sanitation targets. 

The overarching push toward SMSS increased attention to full pits and the safe 
containment, emptying, and disposal of excreta in rural sanitation facilities. In rural areas of 
most low-income countries, most of the population uses on-site sanitation. It has been frequently 
assumed in sanitation programs that improved sanitation facilities that store waste in latrine pits and 
septic tanks were likely to safely contain excreta. Thus, many monitoring frameworks for rural sanitation 
examined the presence of functioning toilets that met improved criteria and reported on the use of 
toilets by households, with little attention given to either the safe containment of excreta during the life 
of the facility, or to what happened to the fecal sludge in these pits and tanks when they filled up 
(Robinson and Peal 2020). To combat this, JMP revised and upgraded the sanitation monitoring 
definitions in 2018 (UNICEF-WHO JMP 2018) in line with the 2018 WHO Sanitation and Health 
Guidelines (WHO 2018). In addition, the JMP’s core questions for household surveys now include 
questions on emptying of on-site sanitation facilities, disposal of excreta from on-site sanitation facilities, 
disposal of child stools (expanded question), containment of wastes (expanded question), and discharge 

 
10  We refer to basic services for institutions, in line with the JMP which stipulates basic service levels for schools and healthcare facilities as 

the highest service level with clear minimum definitions, recognizing that advanced service levels would need to be defined at national level.  
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of wastes from septic tanks. Under an area-wide framework, capturing practices around safe 
containment and management are essential to achieving and sustaining SMSS. 

AWS assumes a flexibility that allows program implementers to disperse resources and 
target interventions to the individuals or groups that need them the most. This tailoring of 
interventions enables households and individuals to advance from their respective sanitation service level 
toward SMSS in the most efficient, expedient, and sustainable manner. Under AWS, interventions are 
tailored to account for broader context and context-specific needs and address the barriers that 
vulnerable and disadvantaged populations face in accessing sanitation services. Studies define these 
barriers in several ways, such as environmental, institutional, and attitudinal (WaterAid 2018; 
Amokwandoh, Kunyegbe, and Ayi-Bonte 2020), or physical, institutional, and social (White et al. 2016). 
This tailoring of interventions within an area-wide framework implies that different groups within a given 
area may receive different sanitation interventions depending on their pre-existing levels of sanitation 
access (Table 1) and their different contexts and circumstances (Box 2), but also that those efforts are 
intentionally planned, coordinated, and, as need be, prioritized over an administrative area to collectively 
progress toward SMSS.  

In theory, the objective of AWS is to move households toward SMSS as quickly as possible 
(which may not require or assume linear progress). Within a given district, households at 
different levels of sanitation services and with unique barriers to access (e.g., marginalized, vulnerable 
groups) will require different interventions to meet their needs. AWS planning and implementation 
intends to find and deploy a range of approaches to achieve the desired sanitation objective across these 
different sub-populations (whether to aim toward or remain at SMSS once they have reached it). In 
reality, population-level progress toward universal access occurs gradually. Considering, for example, 
existing capacity and resource constraints, many given areas may not consider obtaining universal SMSS 
realistic at this time. A key sector position, therefore, declares that “targeting the unserved, 
progressively eliminating inequalities and maintaining existing services should take precedence over 
improving services for the already served” (SWA 2018). While a rights-based perspective strongly 
informs this position, health sector normative guidance suggests that “a locally-specific risk assessment 
and management approach can identify […] incremental improvements at each step of the sanitation 
service chain to allow progressive implementation towards sanitation targets and allows investment to 
be prioritized according to the highest health risk and thereby maximize gains” (WHO 2018, 15). The 
“how” of either of these starting points—e.g., whether interventions should be implemented in a phased 
or parallel approach, how to ensure sustained service provision, and how to build system and 
implementers’ capacity at the local level—is a key outstanding question in operationalizing AWS, where 
more evidence is needed. The following sections will discuss these points further.  

The aim of working across entire administrative areas to provide coverage to all those 
within includes several hypothesized benefits, including the following:   

• Health Benefits: Current sector guidance recommends that “access and use of safe toilets by 
the entire community are needed to achieve health gains from sanitation” (WHO 2018, 12). 
Recent research supports this claim and suggests that higher thresholds of latrine coverage and 
usage in an area can potentially lead to greater health benefits for all those within that area 
(Carter 2017; Viswanathan 2017). Thus, working area-wide with the aim of universal coverage 
may provide greater herd protection over these administrative areas compared to a less 
comprehensive approach (USAID 2020). 

• Reduced Inequality: This includes deliberately targeting and engaging women, girls, vulnerable 
and marginalized populations to address persistent inequalities in sanitation programming and 
improve their well-being. 
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• Strategy Alignment: Expanding coverage to entire administrative units allows for stronger 
alignment in developing a common strategy, policies, and budgets among different stakeholders 
for implementation, including across the different rural to (peri)urban geographies. This also 
supports the localization of SDG 6.2 and other sector mandates that aim for universal and area-
wide coverage, and may promote economies of scale (e.g., for FSM, MBS, or financial support 
services). 

• System Strengthening: Working area-wide can strengthen planning, coordination, M&E 
systems, and capacity required to plan and track progress for all households and communities 
within an administrative area, rather than project-specific planning and monitoring of piecemeal 
interventions or target-specific monitoring of only select individuals or communities. 

• Political Capital: Interventions (successfully) implemented area-wide produce more visible 
impact compared to more targeted approaches, potentially leading to increased political capital 
for elected officials in program areas. 

• Political Harmony: Working area-wide relieves possible political challenges that can be 
associated with prioritizing or selecting individual communities for interventions. It also allows 
for a more judicious and equitable distribution of sanitation programs and their benefits. 

• Models for Success: Improvements that occur due to area-wide programming can provide a 
model for success that influences national sanitation policies, strategies, and plans toward more 
equitable sanitation outcomes (WaterAid 2019). 

3.2 EARLY MODELS OF AWS 

While AWS as a term and operational framework lacks establishment in literature, the 
characteristics of AWS are not new. Many components of AWS already exist in past and current 
sanitation programs and policies, or are built into national ODF and post-ODF strategies of several 
country governments that aim to achieve universal elimination of OD (and higher sanitation service 
levels for those adopting post-ODF plans). In urban areas, CWIS is one model that receives attention 
for its systems-thinking framework that works area-wide to secure access for all within its urban 
boundaries. These models and strategies exemplify several aspects of AWS by addressing access for 
vulnerable and last-mile populations with the aim of the entire population achieving the intended 
outcome within a given area (e.g., ODF status in the case of national ODF plans). 

3.2.1 ODF PLANNING 

ODF planning above the community level (i.e., district or national ODF plans and policies) 
can be considered an early paradigm of area-wide programming since entire 
administrative areas target the specific outcome of ending OD. These plans, when crafted well, 
utilize a mix of interventions, strategies, and stakeholders to achieve, monitor, and sustain that outcome. 
While the interventions that may be used to reach ODF are not inherently area-wide—interventions 
such as CLTS and behavior change communication (BCC) can be implemented at the community level in 
a scattered approach—planning for ODF at a (sub) district, regional, or national level with the aim of 
achieving that ODF target for all residents and utilizing a mix of interventions can be considered AWS 
(UNICEF 2018b). 

However, there currently exists no universally accepted definition of ODF in ODF plans 
(USAID 2018a). In the Handbook on Community-Led Total Sanitation, Kar and Chambers (2008) 
define OD as “defecating in the open and leaving the stuff exposed” and ODF as “no feces are openly 
exposed to the air” through a pit latrine with a fly-proof lid. At the country level, however, definitions 
for and protocols to achieve ODF can vary widely. This has led to a variety of approaches used to 
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progress toward ODF status (USAID 2018a). Besides measuring the cessation of OD, a review of 13 
national ODF policies by GSF found that different ODF plans defining “ODF status” used at least 11 
other criteria (WSSCC 2016a). One example of these criteria concerns the role of shared latrines in 
ODF planning; in some national ODF plans, such as in Ghana, access to shared or communal latrines can 
still count toward ODF status while others, such as in Indonesia, require that households have at least 
one private latrine (USAID 2018a; Government of Ghana 2010a; Republic of Indonesia 2013). Additional 
criteria include the presence of physical latrine qualities (e.g., fly-proof lids), evidence of consistent 
latrine use, and availability of related hardware, including handwashing stations (WSSCC 2016a; WSSCC 
2016b). Most ODF policies contain at least one criterion around hand hygiene (e.g., handwashing with 
soap and water) and often also one around institutional hygiene (e.g., schools, health clinics, public 
buildings). 

Additionally, not all cases of ODF planning have been implemented on an area-wide level. 
While aiming for ODF achievement over a broad area sets an outcome target over a geographic area, it 
does not ensure that the programmatic approaches will aim for universal coverage at scale. This 
discrepancy can be partly attributed to the fact that many early ODF plans were established before the 
creation of recent sectoral guidelines and the SDG targets of universal coverage that lay the 
groundwork for AWS (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia 2006; Federal Democratic Republic of 
Ethiopia 2012; Government of Ghana 2010a; Government of Sierra Leone 2012). In a recent review of 
14 national sanitation and ODF policies, eight of the 14 plans reviewed were developed before the 
establishment of the SDGs in 2015 (Robinson 2021). For older ODF planning, while the objectives may 
consist of national ODF achievement, the interventions, verification protocols, and subsequent 
monitoring and follow-ups often focus on community-level outcomes without explicitly considering the 
broader district, provincial, or state context (Robinson 2021). Concretely, while these plans may have 
outlined a strategy to work and verify village by village—and covering all villages remains a necessary 
prerequisite of reaching area-wide ODF—they did not necessarily stipulate targets, strategies, and 
protocols for ODF certification and follow-up support across entire geographies. 

Many countries experienced challenges with successfully implementing and 
operationalizing their ODF plans, with few reaching their ODF targets. In Kenya’s “ODF 
Rural Kenya” campaign, a two-year program established in 2011 with the aim of achieving ODF status in 
269 rural districts by the end of 2013 (Republic of Kenya 2014), only one district and 2% of villages 
achieved certification as ODF by the end of the program (Musyoki 2016; Adhikari et al. 2021). Indonesia 
experienced a similar outcome, where the goal of achieving national ODF status fell short on two 
occasions at the end of two five-year ODF plans (one from 2005–2009 and another from 2010–2015) 
(Robinson 2022). As of 2020, 11 years after the original target date for nationwide ODF status, 
Indonesia’s OD rate remains at 6% or nearly 16 million people (although substantial progress has been 
achieved, with OD rates falling from 25% in 2005 to 6% in 2020) (World Bank 2022; UNICEF-WHO -
JMP 2021). In both cases, national ODF plans lacked the adequate funding, capacity, or political support 
needed to effectively achieve their respective targets.11 Additionally, prioritizing ODF achievement as 
the end policy goal often fails to account for the need to push households toward higher levels of 
sanitation access (toward SMSS) and ensure that those outcomes remain sustainable over time. These 
cases showed that planning for area-wide implementation (in this case of an ODF plan) can provide a 
more strategic framework for universal coverage and prioritizing vulnerable and marginalized 
communities, but ensuring that AWS outcomes are achieved and sustained also requires financing, other 
systemic and institutional support mechanisms, and a broader focus on sanitation and hygiene service 
delivery.  

 

11  Andy Robinson, personal communication, 2022. 
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3.2.2 PLANNING BEYOND ODF 

The adoption of the SDGs shifted the sector to strategies that aim for higher order 
sanitation outcomes (often in addition to ending OD), including access to basic sanitation 
and SMSS (as highlighted in the SDGs and prominent sector guidelines). For countries that 
adopted an ODF strategy or road map, this involves a growing focus on post-ODF strategies (specifically 
those that promote a phased approach for areas to achieve gradually higher sanitation outcomes). Such 
post-ODF strategies are designed to encourage sustainability of ODF status and plan for forward 
progression or sustain sanitation gains made through a focus on safe in situ treatment or emptying, 
treatment and disposal of waste, depending on context. Among others, post-ODF plans are meant to 
ensure that vulnerable and disadvantaged populations most at risk of experiencing slippage post-
implementation have support systems in place to continue using basic or safely managed sanitation 
services.12 In all cases, and particularly under an AWS framework, planning beyond ODF involves moving 
the goal post from eliminating OD to the progressive advancement toward SMSS. However, these 
higher sanitation goals also require longer-term interventions, additional financing, sustained monitoring, 
and more frequent outcomes assessments over time.13 

Post-ODF planning further builds on ODF plans by establishing guidance by or to (local) 
governments for continued advancement toward SMSS—reflecting the aims of AWS. Post-
ODF strategies have been developed (with more under development) and implemented on an area-wide 
scale (e.g., district, municipality) and built into several countries’ ODF plans or national sanitation 
frameworks, including Nepal, the Philippines, and Zambia: 

• Nepal: The 2017 national Total Sanitation Guidelines feature an array of activities and 
interventions including forming local WASH committees, capacity building trainings, and 
sanitation knowledge campaigns that are implemented at an area-wide level (municipality, 
district, and province) toward the goal of reaching total sanitation by 2030. The guidelines call 
for context-specific approaches based on local needs, mandating that areas reach ODF status 
before moving on to total sanitation14 (Government of Nepal 2017). 

• Philippines: A 2019 Department of Health order unveiled the Philippines Approach to 
Sustainable Sanitation (PHATSS), a phased approach to guide local government units (LGUs) in 
achieving higher levels of sanitation access across areas (in this case LGU). This is done through 
the creation of local coordination bodies and policies alongside demand-side stimulation with 
interventions, including CLTS and BCC (Republic of the Philippines 2019). 

• Zambia: The Open Defecation Free Zambia Strategy 2018-2030 similarly includes a phased 
approach that lays a path forward for districts to reach SMSS after achieving ODF status through 
a combination of demand creation, systems strengthening, and FSM interventions (Government 
of the Republic of Zambia 2018). 

These three post-ODF strategies (Nepal, Philippines, and Zambia) are examples of 
strategies that aim toward higher levels of sanitation access (although not always 
specifically defined as “SMSS”) and that prioritize working area wide. However, as ODF plans 
can vary substantially by country, so, too, can the focus of post-ODF strategies and approaches in terms 

 
12  In some rural contexts, proper in situ treatment (e.g., safe abandonment) of filled pits considered a basic sanitation service, 

may be considered to meet SMSS standards. 

13  Andy Robinson, personal communication, 2022. 

14  The Master Plan defines total sanitation as “a range of facilities and hygiene behaviors that lead to achieve sanitized 
condition of the designated areas,” which includes municipalities, villages, and institutional settings (e.g., schools) 
(Government of Nepal 2011). 
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of the interventions they deploy, stakeholders and coordination mechanisms involved, resources 
allocated, and benchmark outcome targets to achieve over time. While these components will all be 
required to achieve the goals set out under AWS, understanding exactly how they support achieving 
AWS goals is too soon to tell, but is nevertheless an important question for the sector. In addition, the 
review team acknowledges that many countries and administrative areas will experience a situation 
where there will be a mix of communities in pre- and post-ODF stages, possibly requiring different 
programmatic approaches and skill sets to manage their progression. 

Given the varying definitions for ODF and post-ODF used across countries, these 
definitions and metrics will not always maintain comparability across contexts, nor will 
they necessarily align to direct progression of sanitation service levels (Table 1). As 
countries begin planning for universal achievement of SMSS from the beginning of sanitation 
programming, this approach means that governments and implementers will increasingly aim to work 
with communities and households to move directly from lower or no levels of sanitation access to basic 
or safely managed levels of service. This coincides with an ongoing discussion in the sector on how 
planning for safe containment and management of waste, and full progression toward SMSS, can happen 
at the earliest stages of sanitation programming. Yet, it needs to be acknowledged that a more phased 
approach toward reaching higher service levels, where households move toward use of unimproved or 
very basic, non-durable latrines first, is generally linked to the rural reality of low levels of finance, 
capacity, resources, experience, community knowledge, conducive social norms, and market access. 
While better planning for SMSS from the start is projected to support a faster progression to higher 
levels of sanitation services, how exactly this can be achieved across contexts requires more research. 

3.2.3 CITY-WIDE INCLUSIVE SANITATION 

In urban areas, one prominent example of an AWS framework in practice is CWIS. First 
conceptualized in 2016, CWIS is defined as an equity-driven framework to provide universal and 
sustainable access to SMSS in a given urban area (ADB 2021, Schrecongost et al. 2020). CWIS calls for a 
shift in focus from infrastructure-driven solutions, specifically centralized wastewater treatment and 
sewerage, toward a broader set of approaches that work along the sanitation service chain from waste 
containment to reuse or disposal in accordance with the SDG 6 targets of achieving universal access to 
SMSS (Gambrill, Gilsdorf, and Kotwal 2020). In addition, it calls for coordination with related sectors 
including water supply, solid waste, and housing, thus recognizing that sanitation planning, and 
consequently service delivery, should be integrated within an urban service delivery framework 
(Schrecongost et al. 2020).  

The development of CWIS arose from many of the same systemic gaps that affected past 
approaches to rural sanitation, including lack of equity in sanitation access for poor and marginalized 
groups, poor coordination across sectors and stakeholders, and fragmented interventions that were 
unsuccessful in progressing universal access and sustainability (ADB 2021; Schrecongost et al. 2020; 
Gambrill, Gilsdorf, and Kotwal 2020). While CWIS focuses squarely on urban and peri-urban areas, its 
core principles (Table 2) have high relevance and applicability to rural AWS. City/municipal governments 
and rural municipalities or districts are often different governing entities with separate resource 
allocations and different jurisdictions and levels of regulation. However, in many countries, 
predominantly rural districts face increasing growth of small towns and higher density/peri-urban areas 
within their borders, and there are multiple examples of urban service providers becoming increasingly 
mandated (or private providers expanding their business models) to service the outlying, rural-mixed 
areas around the city borders (e.g., Gounden and Alcock 2017; Dhenkanal District Administration 
2020). In this respect, CWIS experiences and approaches may inform AWS, and there may exist 
opportunities to explore potential alignment or a combination of CWIS and AWS along the urban-rural 
continuum in future research. 
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TABLE 2: PRINCIPLES FOR CITY-WIDE INCLUSIVE SANITATION 

PRINCIPLES FOR CWIS 
THEMATIC FOCUS APPLICABILITY 

TO RURAL 
SANITATION? 

UNIVERSAL 
COVERAGE EQUITY GOV.-

LED 

1 Everyone in an urban area, including the urban poor, 
benefits from equitable safe sanitation services ✔ ✔  Yes 

2 Gender and social equity are designed into planning, 
management, and monitoring  ✔ ✔ Yes 

3 Human waste is safely managed along sanitation 
service chain, starting with containment ✔  ✔ Yes 

4 Authorities operate with a clear, inclusive mandate, 
performance targets, resources, and accountability  ✔ ✔ Yes 

5 
Authorities deploy a range of funding, business, and 
hardware approaches—sewered/non-sewered—to 
meet goals 

 ✔ ✔ Yes15 

6 
Comprehensive long-term planning fosters demand 
for innovation and is informed by analysis of 
needs/resources 

✔  ✔ Yes 

7 
Political will and accountability systems incentivize 
service improvements in planning, capacity, and 
leadership 

  ✔ Yes 

Source: Schrecongost et al. 2020. 

These early examples of AWS inform the construction and components of AWS, which 
are explored in the following sections. Lessons from ODF implementation show that proper 
financing and institutional support mechanisms need to support programming for eliminating OD to 
achieve outcomes at scale. Planning beyond ODF requires a shift in focus that aims for higher levels of 
sanitation services (that can be sustained over time) and an advance toward SMSS to the greatest extent 
possible. Though a useful systems-based model at scale for urban areas, CWIS may not bear full 
relevance to rural areas where OD is still practiced and/or where coverage of SMSS remains 
disproportionately lower, but can nonetheless inform broader aspects of AWS. The next section turns 
to existing area-wide frameworks to begin to identify the key principles behind AWS. 

  

In summary, AWS can have multiple disaggregated and intermediate sanitation and hygiene outcomes; 
requires contextualization and careful yet flexible planning to address multiple and complex 
vulnerabilities and barriers to inclusion; and involves a mix of system strengthening and sanitation and 
hygiene interventions and approaches to achieve universal outcomes. For this reason, like CWIS, the 
review team considers AWS a framework rather than an approach and defines AWS as a systems-
based, outcome-driven framework to achieve equitable, universal access and use of safely 
managed sanitation and hygiene in a given administrative area.  

 

  

 
15  With the likely exception of sewered sanitation. 

about:blank
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4.0 A REVIEW OF AWS FRAMEWORKS 
AWS has been implemented under a diverse array of frameworks and approaches. Few 
AWS frameworks exist, and those that do vary across organizations and implementing partners, each 
suited to a different construction of what factors are deemed necessary to achieve universal access to 
sanitation. This desk review identified five frameworks for AWS developed by global WASH 
organizations. These frameworks specifically use the term “area-wide sanitation,” “area-wide 
programming,” or satisfy the AWS definition by conducting programming over an entire administrative 
area with the aim of reaching everyone within that domain. Most of these frameworks were developed 
through decades of experience in rural sanitation alongside practical experiences of working with local-
level governments and implementing organizations to improve coverage and equity of access to 
sanitation products and services. Table 2 lists the AWS frameworks and their core components in 
implementation. 

There are commonalities across the five sources that define AWS along four key 
principles: (1) working at scale, (2) aiming for universal, inclusive coverage, (3) 
governments are in the lead, and (4) prioritizing sustainability (Tillett and Smits 2017; 
WaterAid 2019; USAID 2020; World Bank 2019). These key principles align with broader sector 
guidance, including the newly released UNICEF Game Plan to Reach Safely Managed Sanitation 2022-
2030, as well as the WHO guidelines on sanitation and health that include universal coverage, access to 
quality sanitation hardware and services, and sustainability as its key objectives (UNICEF 2022; WHO 
2018). Regional guidance including the African Sanitation Policy Guidelines and eThekwini and Ngor 
declarations also highlight the need for African countries to prioritize universal coverage within national 
sanitation policies (African Ministers’ Council on Water [AMCOW] 2015; AMCOW 2021; Water and 
Sanitation Program [WSP] 2008). 

In operating at scale, WaterAid, UNICEF, Plan International, USAID, SNV, and Agenda for Change all 
state that working at an area-wide level suggests that sanitation service provision is 
coordinated and implemented at an administrative level with the aim to expand access to 
the entire population (WaterAid 2019; USAID 2020; Tillett and Smits 2017; SNV 2019a). “Area” in 
this sense refers to varying local political and administrative boundaries, ranging from commune, district, 
municipality, county, provincial level, and even up to the national level, while retaining a consistent focus 
on scale for sanitation service delivery (Tillett and Smits 2017; WaterAid 2019; USAID 2020; World 
Bank 2019; SNV 2019a). 

To achieve universal, inclusive, and equitable coverage, AWS must strategically and 
intentionally identify marginalized or at-risk populations and adjust interventions to the 
needs of the most vulnerable. In their 2019 Call to Action, WaterAid and a consortium of global 
partners including the World Bank, Plan International, UNICEF, SNV, and the WSSCC identify that 
achieving “inclusive solutions” will require tailored approaches and a combination of sanitation 
interventions that can effectively address multi-dimensional deprivations (World Bank 2019). This may 
involve a need to partner with non-WASH actors, such as rights-based organizations or those 
representing particularly vulnerable or marginalized populations, to inform the most appropriate and 
effective ways to engage these populations. This emphasis on inclusivity and tailored approaches also 
implies that individual interventions must fit a specific context and thus may differ per intended 
population (WaterAid 2019). One method of doing so includes collecting and disaggregating data to 
accurately measure sanitation access for marginalized populations to ensure that interventions can be 
tailored to their needs (SNV 2019b). By incorporating principles of inclusion in the design and planning 
stage, AWS programming prioritizes last-mile populations, including female- or child-headed households, 
widows, the ultra-poor, the elderly, and persons with disabilities, who are often the last recipients of 
targeted interventions and can face some of the largest difficulties with sustaining gains in access (World 
Bank 2019; WaterAid 2019).  
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TABLE 3: FRAMEWORKS OF AREA-WIDE SANITATION 
ORGANIZATION DEFINITION CORE COMPONENTS 

USAID 
(USAID 2020) 

AWS/coverage: moving beyond 
household- and community-level 

targeting to district or county levels 
that align private and public sector 

stakeholders, invest in market 
systems-level approaches, and focus 
on impact and sustainability at scale 

1. Governance: Includes sector policies and coordination mechanisms; offers local level capacity to design, 
implement, monitor, and evaluate; provides oversight and support to sanitation market development. 

2. Financing: Devoted public funding helps implement programs and target universal coverage; incentivizes 
household investment in sanitation; provides capital and financial support to sanitation enterprises. 

3. Markets: Supporting markets facilitates products and services availability for end users; strengthens 
regulatory and enabling environment for sanitation enterprises.  

4. Behaviors: Aligns to individual and community motivations for sanitation; identifies and addresses 
societal and institutional norms and behaviors; supports demand triggering with complementary and 
area-wide interventions. 

UNICEF/ 
WaterAid/Plan 
International 

(WaterAid 2019) 

Area-wide programming: 
programming taking place within an 

administration unit (e.g., 
district/municipality-wide) that 

ensures universal sanitation access 
within the area through inclusive 
programming, local government 

leadership, and local systems 
strengthening 

Core Components 
1. Monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL): Observes and checks the progress, quality, sustainability, 

and equity of implementation, outcomes, and impacts. 

2. Enabling environment strengthening: Identifies and assesses bottlenecks and barriers, using a system-
wide approach that tackles a number of areas simultaneously, including policy, financing, institutions, and 
monitoring. 

3. Cost assessment: A rough estimate of the overall program budget based on the estimated costs of 
achieving the proposed program objectives. 

4. Program management and capacity development: Management capacity, including the related 
systems for the strengthening, advocacy, planning, budgeting, HR, partnerships, and coordination 
functions. 

Implementation Strategies: Identifies a mix of interventions that are tailored for four different geographical 
contexts and areas, including (1) rural remote, (2) rural on-road, (3) rural mixed, and (4) difficult contexts 
(groups to reach). 

Core Themes and Principles 
1. Equity and non-discrimination: Active strategies and interventions to identify and support hard-to-

reach, poor groups and those currently without adequate sanitation and hygiene. 

2. Gender equality: Promotes gender sensitive, transformative WASH in which steps are taken to actively 
identify and address the needs of women and girls, as well as negative WASH-related gender norms and 
stereotypes. 

3. Sustainability support: Five factors of sustainability, including institutional sustainability, financial 
sustainability, functional sustainability, equity sustainability, and environmental sustainability. 

Core Approaches and Intervention Themes: 
1. Hygiene BCC: Handwashing, hygiene, personal, food, menstrual, and safe water management.  

2. Environmental sanitation: Animal excreta, solid and liquid wastes, water safety, fecal sludge, and vector 
control.  
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TABLE 3: FRAMEWORKS OF AREA-WIDE SANITATION 
ORGANIZATION DEFINITION CORE COMPONENTS 

3. Nutrition-sensitive WASH: Baby WASH: safe births, child feces management, child hygiene, and clean 
play spaces. 

Call to Action for 
Rural Sanitation 
(World Bank 2019) 

Area-wide programming: 
programming for all within an 
administrative area aimed at 

leveraging existing government 
systems and institutions, national-
level partnerships with local level 

capacity building, delivery beyond the 
household to public spaces, and 
aligning funding and roles and 

responsibilities for sustainability 

1. Government leadership: Programming is national and with support and systems-strengthening efforts 
prioritized for local governments to implement and deliver. 

2. Stakeholder alignment: Stakeholders are aligned on sector strategies and targets and cross-sectoral 
partnerships are developed for learning and synergy. 

3. Inclusive solutions: Identifying and intentionally targeting traditionally hard-to-reach populations in any 
given program area and acting accordingly to prioritize access and inclusion. 

4. Evidence-based and adaptive implementation: Program design is suited for the specific context of 
the implementation area and includes a combination of different approaches with feedback loops for 
learning and improvement. 

Agenda for 
Change 

(Tillett and Smits 
2017) 

District-level road map: an 
inclusive program approach that 

ensures universal access to sanitation 
services throughout an entire 

program area (e.g., district), including 
provisions for partnerships and 

collaboration with other 
stakeholders, sustainable financing 
methods, and accountability and 

ownership mechanisms 

1. District-wide approach: Local systems strengthening and an alignment of stakeholders toward a shared 
goal of universal sustainable sanitation access. 

2. Capacity: Assess capacity of local government institutions and engage in capacity-building programming. 

3. Baseline WASH assessment: Understand the baseline status of WASH access and service provision 
within the program area and identify areas for improvement or existing limitations. 

4. Program design: WASH plan and financing strategy should be based on evidence and data from baseline 
assessment with the ultimate goals of universal sanitation access throughout the entire program area. 

5. Program implementation: Implementation should be collaborative and coordinated with government 
leaders, NGOs, and other private sector WASH purveyors.  

SNV 
(SNV 2019a; SNV 

2019b) 

AWS under SSH4A: Working 
directly with government partners 

within local jurisdictions (e.g., district, 
sub-county, county) to improve 

access for all 

1. Sanitation demand creation: Local organizations are capable of implementing and steering sanitation 
demand creation at scale, with quality. 

2. Sanitation supply chains and finance: Appropriate market-based solutions for a variety of sanitation 
consumer needs are implemented at scale. 

3. Hygiene BCC: Progress in the commitment and capacity of local organizations to implement BCC, with 
quality. 

4. WASH governance: Improvements in local WASH governance in terms of alignment of stakeholders, 
sector planning and monitoring, transparency, and social inclusion. 
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To be government-led, AWS highlights the need for local governments to actively direct, 
oversee, and resource sanitation programming. With recent trends in decentralization among 
LMICs (and even in more centralized forms of government where local governments are the de-facto 
implementers of national policies and programs), responsibilities for sanitation programming have often 
fallen to the local levels of government (Cobos Muñoz et al. 2017). In more decentralized systems, this 
devolution of authority places local governments at the forefront of strategy, planning, coordination, 
program implementation, and monitoring and evaluating progress at the area (i.e., administrative) level. 
This positions governments as the “duty-bearers”—as described by the human rights handbook to 
water and sanitation—of ensuring that all populations receive access to sanitation services (de 
Albuquerque 2014). Recognizing the centrality of local governments, WaterAid, UNICEF, Plan 
International, and Agenda for Change emphasize the need for systems strengthening at the local level 
and greater capacity building to ensure that local governments are equipped to handle their sanitation 
mandates (Tillett and Smits 2017; WaterAid 2019). The Call to Action emphasizes soft skills such as 
leadership and political will that allow local leaders to manage sanitation programming more effectively, 
in addition to national-level support in areas such as financing and technical capacity (World Bank 2019). 
USAID views governance as the ability of local governments to oversee all aspects of sanitation 
programming and service provision, including coordination of stakeholders, the technical design and 
implementation of interventions, and strengthening M&E systems (USAID 2020). This sentiment is also 
reflected in SNV’s SSH4A program, which featured capacity building interventions as a part of their 
approach to ensure that local governments possessed the ability to provide area-wide service delivery 
(SNV 2019a). Under all definitions reviewed, government leadership and capacity are seen as key drivers 
for a progressive expansion of access for those without and retaining those outcomes over time. 

To prioritize sustainability, AWS incorporates a long-term and systems-thinking 
perspective that builds toward and sustains progressively higher levels of sanitation 
services. All five sources are grounded in the SDG targets of achieving at least universal access to basic 
sanitation (the prescribed goal in sector normative guidance) and laying the groundwork for reaching 
universal access to SMSS. This focus on sustainability ensures that sanitation outcomes endure (and 
progress) over time—whether ODF, basic sanitation, or SMSS—and that the infrastructure developed, 
behaviors encouraged, and services established remain long-lasting and prevent slippage at each level as 
much as possible (WaterAid 2019; USAID 2020; World Bank 2019; SNV 2019a). To do so, the Call to 
Action emphasizes the need to ensure that the systems and institutions being strengthened can provide 
long-term support in the provision of sanitation services (World Bank 2019). USAID also acknowledges 
that in addition to providing long-term access to at least basic sanitation services, the aim is to 
progressively provide higher levels of sanitation services as respective areas move toward SMSS (USAID 
2020). To achieve this, a strong emphasis on MEL is also highlighted to incorporate feedback loops, 
allow for course corrections, and ensure that the data and collected insights are used to support future 
service delivery decisions and build a foundation of best practices (WaterAid 2019; USAID 2020; SNV 
2019a). Sustainability also applies to sanitation across challenging contexts, including humanitarian 
settings and in the context of climate change. These settings generally put added pressure on 
governments and implementing partners who will need to iteratively adapt to ensure and maintain 
coverage for vulnerable and marginalized populations. 

It is important to acknowledge that the five sources that informed the above principles are 
interrelated. The stakeholders involved in these frameworks overlap across sources, and even when 
not directly involved, their individual works are frequently cited across framework definitions. For 
example, WaterAid, Plan International, and UNICEF contributed to both the Call to Action and the 
Guidance on Programming for Rural Sanitation. WaterAid is also cited in the development of the 
Agenda for Change road map, as is SNV in the Call to Action.  
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Yet, these key principles of scale, universal coverage, government leadership, and 
sustainability lay the groundwork for the core programmatic components that make up 
AWS. To identify those core components, the review team first reviewed instances of area-wide 
programming in practice by DPs and governments. The next section lays out past approaches to area-
wide implementation, centered around the key principles described above. 
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION OF AREA-WIDE PROGRAMMING 
Identifying case studies of programs and interventions implementing AWS remains 
difficult because few (if any) sanitation interventions imbue the four principles of AWS: 
scale, universal and inclusive coverage, government leadership, and sustainability. A given 
sanitation intervention may aim to achieve area-wide scale but may not fully align with all AWS 
principles or components highlighted above. Although individual interventions will likely not meet the full 
criteria for AWS, there are examples of programs that incorporate some of the AWS components. This 
section looks at experiences from implementing organizations and governments that previously 
implemented sanitation programs that are emblematic of the key principles of AWS. By doing so, this 
section attempts to extract lessons from past programming efforts that can inform what AWS looks like 
in practice, as well what the core components are.  

5.1 AREA-WIDE APPROACHES APPLIED BY DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS 

The review team first reviewed area-wide interventions developed and implemented 
under DP-driven/supported programs. Sector experts identified these programs through 
consultations, but due to the lack of documentation around area-wide programming, only three cases 
were selected for inclusion – noting that the Indonesia program was a government-driven program but 
benefiting from active World Bank support, engagement and documentation, which is why it was 
included in this section. Although not all of the key principles of AWS are present in each case, these 
programs were selected because they have been implemented at scale, incorporate integrated or 
tailored approaches/interventions, and focus on at least one other key principle of AWS (universal and 
inclusive coverage, government leadership, and/or sustainability). These programs were also 
implemented in multiple countries throughout Asia and sub-Saharan Africa at various times over the last 
two decades. The team reviewed these programs against the following: (1) scale of implementation, (2) 
role of local government, (3) equity and inclusion considerations and working toward universal 
coverage, and (4) factors that contribute to sustainability of outcomes. The programs the team assessed 
are as follows (with additional details provided in Annex A):  

• Sustainable Sanitation and Hygiene for All (SSH4A: 2008-2018): SNV-supported multi-
country program in 18 countries 

• Total Sanitation and Sanitation Marketing (TSSM: 2007-2011): World Bank Water and 
Sanitation Program-supported program in three countries 

• National Program for Community Water Supply and Sanitation Services (NPCWSSS: 2005-
2012): World Bank-supported program in Indonesia 

Area-wide implementation  carried out under these programs deployed a combination of 
interventions to achieve sanitation outcomes at scale. A notable example of this is SNV, one of 
the largest DPs to have explicitly used an area-wide framework, through the SSH4A initiative (SNV 
2019a). Implemented in 18 countries and 160 districts throughout Asia and sub-Saharan Africa, the 
SSH4A initiative utilized a four-pillar area-wide framework with the explicit focus on partnering with 
local and national governments to enhance sanitation service delivery within program areas (Apanga et 
al. 2021; SNV 2019b; SNV 2019c). The four pillars are demand creation, sanitation supply chain 
strengthening, hygiene behavioral change communication, and governance (SNV 2019a). These pillars are 
supported by a strong emphasis on M&E systems built to track the progress of SSH4A programs 
routinely and accurately and create opportunities for learning and reflection with local government 
stakeholders (SNV 2019b). The World Bank’s TSSM program implemented in India, Indonesia, and 
Tanzania was also one of the first large-scale programs to implement interventions using a combination 
of approaches with the guiding principle that “local governments can provide the vehicle to scale up 

about:blank
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rural sanitation” (Rosensweig and Kopitopoulos 2010, iii). TSSM utilized CLTS, sanitation marketing, and 
capacity development interventions to improve sanitation conditions, working area-wide at the district 
level (Rosensweig and Kopitopoulos 2010). 

Implementers of area-wide programming also attempted to integrate equity concerns into 
their respective approaches (but sometimes falling short of aiming for universal coverage). 
SNV’s SSH4A mainstreamed gender and other equity considerations into its interventions and programs 
for both rural and urban areas, while also designing and implementing targeted interventions that expand 
access to marginalized populations (SNV 2020). One method of integrating equity considerations was 
through SNV’s monitoring framework for SSH4A, which collected and analyzed disaggregated data for 
different groups across various metrics, including income, gender, disability, and more, to inform 
interventions (SNV 2019b). TSSM adapted CLTS programming in Himachal Pradesh (India) and 
incorporated context-specific information, education, and communication (IEC) approaches such as 
culturally specific street theater and dance (Robinson 2012). By doing so, TSSM tailored its approach to 
best fit the needs and beliefs of the community (Robinson 2012). Additionally, in its first implementation 
phase, NPCWSSS in Indonesia approached equity by working with local governments and communities 
to build the capacity needed to implement tailored interventions appropriate for local contexts and 
needs (World Bank 2015). In the second phase, NPCWSSS II scaled its approach by shifting from a 
community- to a district-wide approach and introducing financial incentives, with the goal of expanding 
ODF status to everyone within that district (World Bank 2013a). 

Strengthening capacity for local governments to lead sanitation programming and create a 
supportive enabling environment for sanitation is also a prominent theme, one that is key 
for sustainability. The NPCWSSS in Indonesia helped to build capacity for community decision-making 
bodies responsible for water, sanitation, and hygiene management (World Bank 2015). This was done 
through capacity-building interventions for local government officials at the village and community level 
to increase ownership of sanitation programming and prepare for implementation of CLTS and 
sanitation marketing interventions (World Bank 2015). The World Bank TSSM program, which also 
operated in Indonesia, similarly featured a strong emphasis on building local capacities to carry out CLTS 
programming and sanitation marketing within their respective districts (WSP 2009; Cameron, Shah, and 
Olivia 2013). TSSM also worked to strengthen the capacities of local government officials to conduct 
M&E activities, budget and plan for sanitation interventions, and foster ownership for local officials to 
improve sustainability post-implementation (WSP 2009). 

Operating area-wide also requires implementers to plan for sustaining program results 
over time. Sustainability can be achieved through multiple pathways, including strong local government 
ownership, supporting investments in human and financial resources, and strengthening M&E systems. In 
addition to supporting government capacity building and reaching underserved communities mentioned 
above, SNV as a part of the SSH4A program tackled sustainability by coupling data from its own detailed 
monitoring framework with efforts to strengthen existing local government monitoring efforts (Apanga 
et al. 2021; SNV 2019b). The robustness of SNV’s M&E framework also allowed them to learn from past 
approaches as well as revisit the same areas 1–2 years after program implementation to assess 
sustainability of outcomes (Apanga et al. 2021). These learnings were then shared with local government 
stakeholders to encourage reflection and inform future program design (SNV 2019b). In Indonesia, 
TSSM also worked to strengthen local governments’ monitoring efforts by integrating community-based 
monitoring with existing government-run monitoring systems to collect more comprehensive sanitation 
data to better inform future program design and implementation (WSP 2009). 

5.2 AREA-WIDE APPROACHES BY GOVERNMENTS 

Insights on AWS also can be found in the experiences of (local) governments. While WASH 
policies and targets in many countries are often set at the national level, it is increasingly common for 
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subnational governments to bear responsibility for implementing and coordinating sanitation 
programming. This devolution of authority means that many local governments are already planning and 
implementing sanitation programming at an administrative level, be it provincial, municipal, district, or 
other local levels (Cobos Muñoz et al. 2017; Government of the Republic of Malawi 2018; Government 
of the Republic of Zambia 2019a; Government of Nepal 2011; Republic of Uganda 2015).16 Although 
AWS terminology has not been attached to this form of local-level governance and many local 
governments are not yet planning and programming for administration-wide universal coverage, there 
are examples of government-driven programs pushing for area-wide outcomes, and the mandates for 
local governments in sanitation programming often align to those of the AWS framework’s key 
principles of scale, universal coverage, government leadership, and sustainability. The growing attention 
paid by DPs to local level capacity building and systems strengthening is also evidence that sector 
awareness has increased around this potential bottleneck to rural service delivery (Trancón, 
Boulenouar, and Tillett 2021; USAID 2021b; UNICEF 2016c). 

The review team selected the eight country programs discussed below through consultations with 
sector experts and each program contains characteristics drawn from prevailing AWS frameworks in 
both program design and implementation. Although not all of the key principles of AWS are present in 
each case, governments have implemented these programs at scale and each incorporates integrated or 
tailored approaches/interventions that aim to meet local contexts and needs and broadly follow the key 
principles of AWS. The team reviewed them against the (1) scale of implementation, (2) equity and 
inclusion considerations and universality of coverage, (3) role of local government, and (4) factors that 
contribute to sustainability of outcomes. The assessed countries and programs consist of the following 
(with additional details provided in Annex B):  

• Nepal: Sanitation and Hygiene Master Plan (2011–2015) 

• India: Swachh Bharat Mission Grameen (SBMG: 2014–2025) 

• Indonesia: Sanitasi Total Berbasis Masyarakat (STBM: 2008–present)  

• Philippines: Philippines Approach to Sustainable Sanitation (PhATSS: 2019–present) 

• Uganda: Second National Development Plan (NDP II: 2015–2020); Third National 
Development Plan (NDP III: 2020–2025) 

• Kenya: Rural Sanitation and Hygiene Protocol (2022–Present)  

• Zambia: National Rural Water Supply Sanitation Programme Phase 2 (NRWSSP II: 2019–2030)  

• Malawi: National Sanitation and Hygiene Strategy (2018–2024)  

It is noted that these government programs have received (financial and technical) support from a 
variety of DPs, and have contributed to shaping the AWS frameworks discussed in Section 4. While the 
latter three are examples of relatively new protocols, programs, or strategies that have either not yet or 
only to a limited extent started to be implemented, they were nonetheless included in the review as 
examples of new directions taken by governments, based on sector learning and experiences, that 
incorporate the AWS principles and direct implementation of future AWS programs.  

 
16  However, devolution of authority alone will not guarantee the adoption of an AWS framework. The decentralization of 

sanitation responsibilities without also providing local governments with the proper capacity, resources, and support 
needed to implement area-wide programming will not constitute AWS as this will remove the ability for local governments 
to program at scale, with coverage for all, and with sustainability in mind toward universal access to SMSS. 
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Government-led sanitation efforts are characterized by national-level prioritization and 
resource allocation combined with decentralizing sanitation programming and governance 
to the local levels. In Africa, Kenya, Malawi, Uganda, and Zambia, implemented national policies and 
programs guide local government-led sanitation programming (Robinson 2022; Government of the 
Republic of Malawi 2018; Government of the Republic of Zambia 2019a; Republic of Uganda 2015; 
WHO and UN-Water 2019). Uganda stands out as a prominent example of national government 
support for districts leading sanitation programming through the development of its district-wide WASH 
frameworks that include district-specific targets, expansion plans for sanitation services, and partnership 
strategies with private sector actors and other NGOs (Keesiga 2018; Kabarole District Council 2018). 
Prioritization at the national level with the 2015 Second National Development Plan (NDP II) established 
national targets and a diverse toolkit of interventions, including CLTS, MBS, broader private sector 
engagement strategies, and an increase in water infrastructure—all emphasized with responsibility on 
local governments to implement (Republic of Uganda 2015). This effort is supported by national 
financing directed toward district WASH-sector budgets that include specific allocations for sanitation 
programming (Kabarole District Council 2018). Additionally, in noting lessons for conducting CLTS at 
scale, a GSF case study of the Uganda Sanitation Fund highlights how combining national and local 
government engagement “allows for greater support and supervision, flexibility, dynamism, and context-
specific planning at the local level” (England et al. 2017, 8). 

Governments also are central to ensuring that sanitation policies and programs include 
hard-to-reach and in-need populations. One of the more documented cases of a national 
government-driven AWS is Nepal, which eliminated OD nationwide in 2019 with upwards of 99% of the 
population gaining access to a toilet (Secretariat of National Sanitation and Hygiene Coordination 
Committee 2020; UNICEF 2020b). As described in more detail in Box 3, targeting the country’s last-
mile populations in the Terai region required tailored solutions where poverty was prevalent alongside 
strong cultural norms of OD (WSSCC 2019b). External partners, including SNV and the GSF, helped 
adapt and operationalize the national approach to sanitation and distributed targeted subsidies in tandem 
with behavior change interventions to design programming best suited for local cultural norms and 
geographic features (i.e., prone to flooding) (WSSCC 2019b). This is similar to India and Zambia, whose 
respective plans and programs also mention tailoring interventions and adapting approaches based on an 
area’s physical context (e.g., climate, geography) as well as economic and social contexts (e.g., 
socioeconomic makeup and other demographic shifts) (UNICEF 2020a; Government of the Republic of 
Zambia 2019a). Other examples including Malawi and Indonesia have integrated gender and inclusion of 
marginalized groups in local sanitation programming and policies by leveraging support from national-
level ministries and departments, although little information is available on how these partnerships are 
implemented on the ground (Government of the Republic of Malawi 2018; World Bank 2016).17  

Government plans and programs have also allocated resources to promote the 
sustainability of sanitation gains and mitigate slippage. In Nepal, as a part of the Sanitation and 
Hygiene Master Plan, local governments created community funds for sanitation and hygiene promotion 
that were supported by national government funding and DP contributions (Government of Nepal 
2011). These community funds were mobilized through various support mechanisms, including reward 
recognitions, revolving funds, and incentives to local governments to reach ODF status. In the 
Philippines, sustainability of program results is promoted through the establishment of local government 
knowledge-sharing networks. As a part of the PhATSS program, local government agencies (e.g., 

 
17  However, GESI integration into sanitation programming does not necessarily equate to the universal coverage principle of 

AWS whereby vulnerable and marginalized groups are intentionally targeted from the beginning to ensure area-wide 
outcomes are achieved by all; in the cases of Malawi and Indonesia, this references the prioritization within policy of 
marginalized groups, but a lack of specificity around the implementation of those aims, or the resources, tools, and 
partners to be used. 
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provincial, city, and barangay LGUs) carried responsibility for coordinating with relevant stakeholders 
(e.g., national government agencies, other local governments) to share learnings from implementation 
and best practices to inform future program design (Republic of the Philippines 2019). In India, incentives 
and positive cultural reinforcement encourage sustainability. The SBMG program recommends that local 
governments plan regular celebrations or other incentives to achieve and sustain ODF status. These 
celebrations have included monthly “Walk of Pride” events that occur for the first nine months after 
ODF certification or yearly celebrations around the anniversary of ODF certification. These events help 
portray ODF certification as a “socio-cultural achievement” for people to continue to practice positive 
sanitation and hygiene behaviors and endeavor to mitigate slippage (Government of India 2018). 

Box 3. Achieving Nationwide ODF in Nepal 

Nepal is regarded as one of the most successful case studies of achieving nationwide ODF status through 
national government coordination and leadership, strategic use of partnerships for last-mile communities, and 
strength of local government implementers in achieving universal coverage. In 2011, the Government of 
Nepal kickstarted these efforts with the release of its Sanitation and Hygiene Master Plan (SHMP), aiming to 
achieve universal access to sanitation and eliminating OD nationwide. The plan encouraged a demand-driven 
and BCC-focused approach, utilizing CLTS and IEC materials and trainings to achieve ODF at the district 
level, and was generally anti-subsidy. However, the plan allowed for the development of “locally appropriate 
support mechanisms” for poor and vulnerable populations, including the use of targeted subsidies (WSSCC 
2019b; World Bank 2019; Government of Nepal 2011). This exception was notably utilized in the Terai 
region, a historically poor and culturally distinct region where behavior change programming alone was 
insufficient to achieve district-wide ODF status (WSSCC 2019b). To reach these last-mile populations, the 
Nepalese government collaborated with implementation partners, including SNV, GSF, WaterAid, UNICEF 
and others, to help implement targeted interventions (including subsidies) and broader systems 
strengthening efforts (SNV 2018; WSSCC 2019b). In the Terai region, these partnerships and tailored 
interventions helped to increase sanitation coverage by nearly 86 percentage points from 13% in 2013 to 
99.5% by mid-2019 (WSSCC 2019b). 

One of the main elements of the plan was its heavy focus on localizing the financing and 
implementation of sanitation programming. District- and village-level development committees 
operated as the main entity in designing, implementing, and monitoring sanitation programming at the local 
level, supported by allocated budgets from the national level and planning support from regional- and district-
level WASH committees (Government of Nepal 2011). This included provisions for community funding that 
mobilized national government support to “ensure the access of poor, disadvantaged and marginalized groups 
to toilets and achieve ODF status in the given area” (Government of Nepal 2011, 6). To facilitate 
cooperation across administrative levels, the plan outlined coordination mechanisms and clear roles and 
responsibilities for all stakeholders involved (Government of Nepal 2011). Focusing on local contexts and 
empowering local government committees allowed them to “lead the process, mobilize local government 
budgets, coordinate partners’ support and achieve tailored solutions to reach the vulnerable” (World Bank 
2019). 

The plan also had a strong emphasis on adaptive management. When an SNV payments-by-results 
program found that combining CLTS with sanitation marketing and BCC interventions proved ineffective at 
helping some Terai districts achieve ODF status, adaptations were made to the approach. These changes 
included modifications to previous CLTS programming, the introduction of partial sanitation subsidies, and 
addressing cultural and behavioral barriers to sanitation uptake by involving local facilitators (WaterAid 
2019). Knowledge sharing and learning between local governments also prominently featured in the plan, 
with local governments and other organizations receiving regional- and district-level rewards for reaching 
sanitation targets. This rewards system allowed for recognition of successful approaches used by local 
governments and the sharing of best practices for others to potentially adopt (Government of Nepal 2011; 
World Bank 2019). By 2019, Nepal’s integrated, area-wide programming to achieve universal access to 
sanitation achieved nationwide ODF status and contributed to monumental gains in access across the 
country, particularly for vulnerable and marginalized populations. 
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While only a few of the above examples from DPs and governments encompass all four 
key principles of AWS, they all provide perspective into how the key principles have been 
applied and realized across contexts. For example, one key feature of those programs deemed 
successful in reaching their targets (e.g., Nepal, India, and SSH4A) consisted of a strong outcome focus, 
and strategic use of monitoring, learning, and adaptative management to reach those outcomes. As was 
also identified by WaterAid in its study of East Asian countries that had successfully “delivered sanitation 
within a generation” (Northover, Ryu, and Brewer 2016), a relentless focus on outcomes, such that 
learning and monitoring processes are put in place to continuously course correct and tweak 
implementation until achieving the goals, are key tools to operationalize the principles of scale, universal 
coverage, government leadership, and sustainability. Using the insights and documentation from Sections 
3, 4, and 5, the following section outlines these and other key system elements and interventions 
identified to enable the implementation of area-wide programs and achievement of area-wide outcomes. 
These are proposed as the core components of an AWS framework. 
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6.0 CORE COMPONENTS OF AWS 
In Sections 4 and 5, the review team analyzed early frameworks of AWS and implementation of AWS 
programming by DPs and governments to identify key principles and elements of AWS and inform the 
construction of an AWS framework. Guided by the principles of scale, universal and inclusive coverage, 
government leadership, and sustainability, AWS requires two sets of elements:  

1. A range of sanitation and hygiene interventions, products, and services that are proven, 
available, adaptable to context and target populations, and can be combined to achieve the 
outcomes required in a given administrative area.  

2. An enabling environment consisting of a set of institutions, actors, systems, and processes, 
jointly referred to as system building blocks, that can facilitate, support, and guide the 
implementation of the sanitation and hygiene interventions.  

Starting with the enabling environment, this section will dive deeper into these two sets of elements and 
explore how they (are expected to) interrelate to deliver AWS successfully and sustainably. Following 
the presentation and discussion of the system building blocks and interventions, Figure 1 presents a draft 
ToC that describes how these individual components come together to help achieve AWS outcomes 
across contexts and to reach universal coverage for all. However, several important assumptions are 
made which will require additional research, including better understanding the hierarchy of importance 
of these elements—collectively referred to as the “core components”—and the order in which they 
should be implemented. 

6.1 THE ENABLING ENVIRONMENT AND SYSTEM STRENGTHENING 

The team’s review of AWS frameworks and experiences references the importance of system 
strengthening as a means of creating the broad enabling environment required to deliver AWS. The 
institutional and systems components that need to be in place (and strengthened) to reach 
universal access to SMSS and basic hygiene (i.e., the end goal of AWS) have already been 
suggested in various sector frameworks, many of which are applicable to AWS. Table 4 
provides a brief overview of some of the most prominent frameworks and models. Many of their 
components align with the AWS frameworks and programs discussed above, framed around the SDG 
targets, universal access, leaving no one behind, and system strengthening. UN Water’s SDG 6 Global 
Acceleration Framework and SWA’s Building Blocks and Collaborative Behaviors frameworks are 
aligned to specific outcome targets: UN Water’s framework is tied to the SDG targets, specifically SDG 
6.2 on universal coverage; and SWA’s frameworks are likewise tied to universal access to (sustainable) 
sanitation services. UNICEF’s enabling environment strengthening framework operationalizes the 
building blocks to support countries in strengthening the enabling conditions required to achieve the 
SDG 6.2 target. The FIETS sustainability model focuses on the structural dimensions of sustainability to 
ensure that outcomes can be sustained over time and, importantly, after external intervention or 
support has ceased. 

TABLE 4: COMPARATIVE SYSTEM FRAMEWORKS  

ORGANIZATION FRAMEWORK
/MODEL COMPONENTS 

UN Water 
SDG 6 Global 
Acceleration 
Framework 

The framework puts forth “five accelerators” to significantly improve 
countries’ progress toward SDG 6, including (1) optimized financing, (2) 
improved data and information, (3) capacity development, (4) innovation, and 
(5) governance. 

about:blank
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TABLE 4: COMPARATIVE SYSTEM FRAMEWORKS  

ORGANIZATION FRAMEWORK
/MODEL COMPONENTS 

SWA Building Blocks18 

The building blocks “capture the key elements that the sector must have in 
place to be able to deliver sustainable services and progressively eliminate 
inequalities in access,” including (1) sector policy strategy, (2) institutional 
arrangements, (3) sector financing, (4) planning, monitoring, and review, and (5) 
capacity development (SWA n.d.a.). 

SWA Collaborative 
Behaviors 

The collaborative behaviors “can improve the way that [countries and their 
partners] work together to improve the long-term sector performance needed 
to deliver sanitation, hygiene and water for all, everywhere and forever,” 
including (1) enhancing government leadership of sector planning processes, (2) 
strengthening and using country systems, (3) using one information and mutual 
accountability platform, and (4) building sustainable water and sanitation sector 
financing strategies (SWA n.d.b.). 

WASH Alliance 
FIETS 

Sustainability 
Model 

The model identifies five key areas of sustainability to ensure that sanitation 
outcomes are maintained over time, including (1) financial sustainability, (2) 
institutional sustainability, (3) environmental sustainability, (4) technological 
sustainability, and (5) social sustainability. 

There are a number of common system elements that enable AWS and are largely aligned 
with the components listed in the frameworks in Table 4. These system building blocks include 
a mix of systems, capacities, and processes that can jointly enable local governments and their partners 
to implement sanitation and hygiene interventions and services in such a way as to achieve area-wide 
outcome targets. 

6.1.1 NATIONAL AND SUBNATIONAL SYSTEM BUILDING BLOCKS OF AWS 

The experiences examined in this desk review indicate that for AWS to successfully move countries 
toward their national targets, it needs to be driven nationally as well as locally. While the team 
acknowledges that based on levels of (de)centralized governance the exact roles of and relationships 
between national and subnational governance structures will differ, by and large, national building blocks 
enact a strong enabling environment that provides direction, resources, and oversight to local 
governments. Subnational system building blocks then enable local government leadership to implement 
area-wide programming and oversee the resourcing, partnerships, and coordination required to achieve 
and sustain area-wide service delivery. 

Based on the desk review, the proposed system building blocks for AWS include:  

• National system building blocks: 

− Sector policies and strategies: This includes national policies, strategies, and an 
overarching M&E framework. In the above case studies, roles, responsibilities, and high-level 
objectives are most clear in countries with national-level sanitation policies that focus on 
area-wide inclusive achievement of time-bound targets. Additionally, national M&E 
frameworks set measurable achievement targets that inform the development and tailoring 
of local-level interventions.  

− Planning, monitoring, and financing: Area-wide planning and programming must come 
with associated financing from the public and private sectors and DPs to provide sufficient 
resources to the institutions and stakeholders involved in sanitation service delivery (USAID 
2020, Tillett and Smits 2017). Additionally, national-level tracking of implementation, 

 
18  Other organizations have used the Building Blocks, including UNICEF’s guidance on strengthening the enabling 

environment for WASH (UNICEF 2016b). 

about:blank
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outcomes, and financing is critical for planning and can support efficient and equitable 
allocation of resources to areas most in need. National-level development of monitoring and 
reporting systems can also greatly affect how monitoring is undertaken at subnational levels.  

− Legislation, regulation, standards, and guidelines: A supportive enabling environment 
for sanitation programming requires that legislation and regulations incorporate plans for 
safe containment from the beginning of sanitation programming. This ensures adequate 
public-sector resource allocations, guides sanitation targets and priorities, and encourages 
sector partnerships (WHO 2018). National-level guidelines support local governments in 
enactment and implementation of these legal frameworks and regulations. Yet, regulation on 
(informal, on-site) rural sanitation and hygiene is a notable gap, as confirmed in Eastern and 
Southern Africa Water and Sanitation (ESAWAS) (ESAWAS Regulators Association 2022).  

− Capacity strengthening and technical assistance: National-level governments and 
national-level training institutions, often with support from DPs, provide technical guidance 
and HR for capacity building of local governments and implementers to ensure sufficient 
capacity to lead and carry out sanitation programming. National governments also provide 
technical assistance to local governments on selection, design, and implementation of 
sanitation programming, including through testing promising solutions or new approaches. 

− Functioning market systems: National government actors through the above building 
blocks can create an enabling business environment, but beyond this, successful 
implementation of AWS will require market systems, supply chains, and providers (e.g., of 
cement or other building materials) that often stretch beyond the boundaries of an 
administrative area. Functioning market systems require coordination and collaboration 
between public and private actors, often with support from DPs.  

• Subnational system building blocks:  

− Planning, budgeting, and financing for full coverage: With national policies and 
strategies in place, localized situational and cost assessments provide pathways for both 
efficient utilization of resources and prioritization of the most vulnerable. In addition to 
funding the governance infrastructure behind AWS, local-level public funding is also needed 
to ensure continuity of interventions and services (e.g., subsidies to households, and support 
or (financial) incentives to sanitation enterprises), and rewards or incentives to local 
governments to sustain sanitation gains (USAID 2020). 

− Local level regulation, standards, and guidelines: Minimum regulatory standards and 
local by-laws are needed to provide clear direction and expectations for implementation at 
the local level. These standards apply to both public and private service providers working 
at the local government level (WHO 2018). 

− Capacity and HR: The shift to local government leadership in sanitation programming 
necessitates that local government actors have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to 
contribute to the design, implementation, management, monitoring, and budgeting of 
sanitation programs. This includes capacity needs assessments, training and skills 
development, and job creation in the water and sanitation sector that is supported by both 
the national government and non-governmental partners. 

− Political will and ownership: Local government leadership requires that local champions 
are committed to supporting sanitation programming with political, financial, and HR, and 
create a local enabling environment for sanitation (UNICEF 2019). Local-level accountability 
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mechanisms and incentives are also needed to ensure that champions and politicians 
prioritize and deliver on sanitation activities and outcomes.19 

− Institutional arrangements and partnerships: Structured partnership agreements are 
needed to coordinate efforts and resources across stakeholders. This includes coordination 
mechanisms for both internal and external partnerships with DPs and the private sector, 
defined roles and responsibilities across government departments, and established 
accountability mechanisms tied to area-wide outcomes.  

− MEL: Robust M&E systems are needed to effectively track sanitation outcomes, inform 
intervention planning and service delivery, and share learnings across partners and contexts 
(WaterAid 2019; World Bank 2019). In addition, building feedback loops that allow for 
learning and improvement on internal processes, including stakeholder capacity and 
resources, can also strengthen local governments in their implementation capacity (World 
Bank 2019). 

6.1.2 CROSSCUTTING PROCESSES 

For these system building blocks to be in place and actively applied to support AWS 
outcomes, AWS programs will generally require a focus on system strengthening. This 
could be seen as a crosscutting process within an AWS framework. Planning and policy support, capacity 
building, investment in physical systems building (e.g., for M&E) and strengthening of institutions that 
oversee and implement sanitation programming are needed to build and sustain the individual capacities, 
sector resources, and systems required to facilitate area-wide implementation. System strengthening 
also includes activities to increase commitment and strengthen local leadership and ownership of 
sanitation goals and targets, such as through institutional triggering or cultivating local leadership 
behaviors (WSSCC 2016b; Bartell et al. 2020). Another example is national-level capacity support and a 
focus on learning and diffusion for national level scale, such as through facilitation of peer-to-peer 
learning between subnational governments. Taken together, system strengthening processes and 
activities help ensure that subnational governments can carry out the financing, design, implementation, 
and monitoring of sanitation programming, and that all stakeholders involved in intervention and service 
delivery do so in a coordinated, well-planned, and context-appropriate manner. 

Secondly, the outcome orientation of AWS requires a strong focus on adaptive 
management. In this review, the team defines “adaptive management” as the practice of local 
governments and implementing partners designing and adapting sanitation interventions and services and 
implementing course corrections over time and across contexts, as levels of access or vulnerability 
change for particular populations or as insights from MEL identify where specific interventions are not 
working, when new learnings arise, or when the needs of the targeted groups change. Sanitation 
interventions and services should be context-specific and adaptable, meaning that changes are expected, 
and course corrections are applied when needed (World Bank 2019; USAID 2020). Importantly, 
adaptive management strongly depends on data and the presence of solid, reliable M&E systems. But it 
may also require changes to broader systems, attitudes, and skills of (local) government staff and those 
engaging in service provision, for example to move away from strongly process-oriented reporting and 
incentive systems (where staff are expected to carry out tasks) to outcome-oriented systems (where 
staff are expected and incentivized to achieve results). 

 
19  WaterSHED’s “Civic Champions” program in Cambodia is one successful example of local level leadership development 

for sanitation. The program designed and implemented a leadership training program that provided local commune level 
leaders with soft skills and leadership training to help build their ability to lead sanitation programming within their 
respective communes (Shah, Fogelberg, and Lockwood 2021). The Civic Champions program has shown promising results 
in growing local sanitation markets and increasing sanitation coverage (Bartell et al. 2020). 
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Lastly, all AWS principles, not just the principle of universal, inclusive coverage, rely on 
GESI mainstreaming. Integrating GESI considerations into all aspects of sanitation systems, 
institutions, and programming is necessary to ensure that vulnerable and marginalized populations are 
empowered to achieve their rights to sanitation, and essential to ensure they can sustain them. By 
integrating GESI into systems and institutions, local governments can build policies, programs, and 
guidelines that are responsive to local-level GESI considerations. This also includes GESI-sensitive 
financing20 measures to ensure that resources are devoted to support achievement of area-wide 
outcomes for the most disadvantaged, as well as GESI mainstreaming and systematic engagement of 
vulnerable and marginalized populations throughout the program cycle. In implementation, this may 
include partnerships with non-WASH, rights-based organizations to incorporate rights-based principles 
in sanitation programming (Water for Women 2022). 

6.1.3 IDENTIFIED KNOWLEDGE GAPS 

For each of the AWS building blocks and cross-cutting processes identified above, there are important 
knowledge gaps on how they should best be implemented to reach the SDG targets specifically and 
area-wide outcomes more broadly. Table 5 summarizes the key knowledge gaps that emerged from this 
review and consultations with informants, focusing in particular on the subnational level building blocks 
and the cross-cutting processes, and on questions that can serve as a starting point for future 
implementation research. Some of these will be further discussed in Section 7.  

TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF KNOWLEDGE GAPS LINKED TO SYSTEMS AND PROCESSES 
SYSTEM BUILDING 

BLOCK IDENTIFIED KNOWLEDGE GAPS 

Planning, budgeting, and 
financing for full 

coverage and service 
delivery 

• The depth, detail and feasibility of localized situational and cost assessments and planning 
exercises versus centralized assessment and planning exercises  

• Sources of sustainable financing for the building blocks, interventions and service delivery, 
and the relationship between national and local level planning and budgeting processes  

• Understanding of (planning for) safely managed sanitation service delivery requirements, 
technologies, and processes 

Local level regulation, 
standards, and 

guidelines 

• Appropriate regulation, standards, guidelines, and enforcement mechanisms specific to SMSS 
and FSM in different rural contexts 

• GESI implications of regulation and local by-laws, and the right balance between regulation 
and support for vulnerable population groups  

Capacity and HR 

• The amount and types of jobs, staff, and skills required to sustainably address SMSS and basic 
hygiene at area-wide levels 

• Appropriate, affordable, and sustainable mechanisms to strengthen sanitation workforce 
capacity at area-wide level, across entire countries   

Political will and 
ownership 

• The exact impact of and causality between (local) political will and leadership and 
strengthening of the other systems and processes, budget allocations, implementation of 
interventions, and achievement of area-wide outcomes  

• The role, effectiveness, and potential impact of different strategies to advocate for and 
promote AWS programming  

Institutional 
arrangements and 

partnership 

• Effective, inclusive mechanisms for multi-stakeholder coordination and accountability 
• Effective partnering modalities between public and private sector and between governments 

and DPs 
• The implications and impact of formalizing the informal sector and large-scale use of 

volunteers  

 
20  This may include, for example, gender responsive budgeting (GRB), which analyzes government budgets for their 

implications on gender equality and supports budgetary revisions to ensure that government resource allocations support 
equitable outcomes, including reaching the SDG 5 targets for gender equality and women’s empowerment. See “A Guide 
to Gender-Responsive Budgeting” (Stephenson, Mary-Ann 2018). For more recent efforts to integrate social inclusion into 
GRB, see “Manual on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion and Gender Responsive Budgeting” (Nepal Administrative Staff 
College 2019). 

https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/rough-guide-to-gender-responsive-budgeting-620429/
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/rough-guide-to-gender-responsive-budgeting-620429/
https://asiapacific.unwomen.org/en/digital-library/publications/2019/07/manual-on-gender-equality-and-social-inclusion-and-gender-responsive-budgeting


AREA-WIDE SANITATION: OVERVIEW AND EVIDENCE GAPS      |  36 

TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF KNOWLEDGE GAPS LINKED TO SYSTEMS AND PROCESSES 
SYSTEM BUILDING 

BLOCK IDENTIFIED KNOWLEDGE GAPS 

MEL 
• Type of data, factors, systems, processes, and tools that can enable local governments to 

effectively and sustainably undertake outcome-oriented M&E and adaptive management to 
achieve and sustain area-wide sanitation 

System strengthening 
• Effective engagement of DPs and national governments in local systems strengthening 
• Potential sequencing and prioritization of system building blocks and systems strengthening 

interventions, and sequencing with sanitation and hygiene program interventions 

Adaptive management 

• Current use and practices of adaptive management in local government sanitation plans and 
programs 

• Required changes and effective tools and guidance to strengthen flexibility and adaptive 
management in local governments’ and implementers’ structures, planning, and 
implementation  

GESI mainstreaming 

• Effective implementation or adaptation of sanitation and hygiene interventions to reach 
unreached, vulnerable and/or marginalized populations to reach AWS outcomes 

• Effective engagement of marginalized and vulnerable populations in AWS planning, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation to understand their barriers, needs and concerns 
and implement targeted programming 

• Appropriate prioritization of vulnerabilities or risks linked to population groups across 
administrative areas to inform allocation of programming resources/planning of interventions  

6.2 INTERVENTIONS UNDER AN AWS FRAMEWORK 

AWS as a framework is intended to encompass a host of interventions that are coordinated over a 
given administrative area to achieve a predefined set of area-wide outcomes. As such, the mix of 
interventions will be context dependent and subject to the needs of target populations, resources at the 
disposal of implementers, and local geographic context (e.g., rural mixed, rural on-road, rural remote 
and difficult contexts,21 along with small towns and peri-urban areas). In addition to interventions that 
address and strengthen system building blocks, sanitation and hygiene interventions will also include 
many of the same approaches outlined in Section 2 and discussed in “Guidance on Programming for 
Rural Sanitation” (WaterAid 2019), applied in a way that is fit-for-purpose and driven by local contexts 
and evidence (to the extent possible given evidence gaps in the sector): 

• Community mobilization, demand creation, and behavior change: e.g., CLTS, School-
led Total Sanitation, SBC  

• Supply side interventions: MBS/sanitation marketing, market development, and supply chain 
strengthening 

• (Financial) support mechanisms: household hardware financing (loans) and subsidies, 
financial support to sanitation enterprises, community/government incentives, communal 
(construction) support mechanisms, inclusive engagement, and decision-making processes 

• GESI mainstreaming: activities intended to strengthen GESI in sanitation and hygiene 
programming and outcomes, including those linked to strengthened engagement, empowerment, 
and shifts in norms, stigma, and power dynamics 

Importantly, being able to combine, adjust, and apply interventions in a way that is 
context-sensitive and responsive to differing vulnerabilities and needs, implies that those 
proven approaches and interventions exist, are present, and can be implemented in a given 
administrative area. This is an assumed but essential precondition for successful implementation of 

 
21  These are categorizations for rural areas as defined by WaterAid (WaterAid 2019). 
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AWS programming, yet not always a given. Approaches and interventions (tools/processes/protocols/ 
business models/toilet systems, etc.) will still need to be tested and operationalized, or even designed 
and developed, for a given area or context, before being able to apply or adapt these within a larger area 
under AWS. This requires the presence of service providers or implementing partners with the HR, 
skills, and abilities to perform this design, testing, or operationalization, and information on factors such 
as intervention performance, modalities, population fit, and costing. If there are no proven, tested, and 
existing sanitation and hygiene interventions, the design and planning of an AWS program needs to 
carefully factor in the need for processes to develop and localize these interventions, alongside the 
other system strengthening activities outlined in Section 6.1.  

Secondly, sanitation and hygiene interventions and services may not be well-aligned with 
implementation across only one administrative area. This is particularly true for MBS, which 
involves national market system supply chains and critical mass/scale for viability and may not be 
confined to administrative borders. But equally, SBC and norms change interventions and CLTS roll-out 
strategies (including verification and certification protocols and processes) would typically (and more 
cost-effectively) be designed and developed for (national) scale and for most of the population, before 
they then could be adjusted for specific contexts or population groups within a given administrative area. 
As was touched on in Section 6.1, this likely requires a broader, national-level approach to planning and 
structuring of such sanitation and hygiene services and interventions, and possibly also to the types of 
context and data analysis required to inform effective AWS across multiple administrative areas. 

Lastly, there are numerous knowledge gaps on how to mix, phase, and sequence sanitation 
and hygiene interventions. This includes questions about effectiveness and efficiency (for example, 
the application of sanitation subsidies linked to the presence of good product systems and functioning 
markets), but also about coordination, skills and capacities, and roles and responsibilities (for example, 
the use of community mobilizers as MBS sales agents).  

6.3 DEVELOPING A THEORY OF CHANGE FOR AWS 

Figure 1 presents a draft narrative ToC for AWS in the form of a series of if/when statements that 
outline the core components of AWS, as well as an assumed sequence of these components to arrive at 
the desired AWS outcomes. This draft ToC is intended as a reference for further dialogue and research 
into AWS implementation. Given that the team did not feel that sufficient evidence currently exists to 
inform such level of detail, it does not present detail on the precise interaction, causal links, and change 
pathways between the different building blocks and interventions, nor is it meant to represent an 
implementation framework. Instead, some of the key assumptions shaping this ToC are presented 
below, and then Section 7 outlines some of the proposed priorities for future research. As such, it is 
expected that these causal links, change pathways, and underlying assumptions will be explored in future 
research and this ToC will be updated accordingly. 
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Figure 1: Draft ToC for AWS  

ToC 

COMPONENTS 
AND 

ACTIVITIES 

ACTORS 
AND KEY 

ROLES 

National 
government 

institutions, DPs, 
civil society and 
private sector 

collaborate to build a 
strong national 

enabling environment 
that provides 

direction, resources, 
and oversight to local 

governments. 

DPs support local 
governments to plan 
and budget, build, use 

and sustain M&E 
systems, apply a GESI 
lens, coordinate all 
partners, and apply 
adaptive management 

across programs, 
interventions and 

services. 
 

IF guiding 
principles 

ensure a focus 
on

scale,
universal and 

inclusive 
coverage,

government 
leadership, and
sustainability;

AND IF a 
national 
enabling 

environment 
for AWS and 
subnational 

building blocks 
are in place; 

AND IF a range 
of proven, 
available 

sanitation and 
hygiene 

interventions, 
products, and 
services exist 
that can be 

applied in the 
administrative 

area; 

THEN local 
government and 

implementing 
partners can 

ensure 
application of a 

mix of sanitation 
and hygiene 

interventions 
and services at 
scale, properly 
adapted for the 
different rural 
contexts and 

target 
populations, and 

adapted over 
time to achieve 

planned 
outcomes;

AND IF THAT, 
THEN 

behaviors, 
demand and 

access to  
appropriate, 
affordable 

materials and 
markets across 
all population 

groups can lead 
to universal, 

equitable, and 
sustained area-
wide use of safe 

sanitation 
services and 
practice of 
hygiene. 

A mix of local 
government, civil 

society and private 
sector partners – 

including communities, 
volunteers and the 
informal sector –  
implement the 

sanitation and hygiene 
interventions and 
services, with DP 

support. 

National system building 
blocks: 

• Sector policies and strategies 

• Planning, monitoring, and 
financing 

• Legislation, regulation, 
standards, and guidelines 

• Capacity building and 
technical assistance 

• Functioning market systems 

Subnational system building 
blocks: 

• Planning and budgeting 

• Local regulation, standards, and 
guidelines 

• Capacity and HR 

• Political will and ownership 

• Institutional arrangements and 
partnership 

• MEL 

Sanitation and hygiene 
interventions: 

• Community 
mobilization, demand 
creation, and behavior 
change 

• Market and supply 
side interventions 

• (Financial) support 
mechanisms for the 
most vulnerable 

Adaptive management 

System strengthening 

GESI mainstreaming 

Local government 
institutions provide 
leadership, resource 

and implement/ 
coordinate the system, 

and oversee the 
partnerships required 

to achieve/ensure 
sustained service 

delivery. 
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The first assumption of this ToC is that successful AWS requires a minimum set of 
national-level system building blocks. As discussed, not only are subnational building blocks and 
local governments informed by and to an extent dependent on national policies, guidance, funding, and 
systems, but successful implementation of sanitation and hygiene interventions within an administrative 
area also requires the broader enabling environment and market systems for the delivery of those 
interventions and services.  

A second implied assumption in the way the TOC is currently structured is that all system 
building blocks are of equal importance to enable successful AWS. However, this requires 
further research. The studies and cases discussed in this desk review indicate that local level leadership 
and political will is a key prerequisite to making many of the other building blocks happen. Also, 
sequencing of system strengthening interventions may be important, and it is likely that area-wide 
programming can and will start while work to strengthen certain building blocks is still underway, for 
example national and subnational M&E systems and tools and local human resource capacity. In this light, 
it is interesting to note that the CWIS principles discussed in Section 3.2.3 have informed a CWIS 
service framework that focuses on strengthening the design and implementation of three core public 
system functions: responsibility, accountability, and resource planning and management (CWIS, n.d.). 
Translating this to our ToC, assigning clear responsibility and ensuring accountability would link to 
institutional arrangements and partnership; accountability requires strong MEL; and resource planning 
and management would translate to planning and budgeting, but also highlight the importance of adaptive 
management. Given that CWIS as a sector concept and framework is arguably some years ahead of 
AWS in how it has been actively informed by systematic learning, evidence-gathering and reflection, this 
may give some pointers to a possible further prioritization of building blocks and systems strengthening 
efforts in AWS as well. 

Thirdly, this ToC assumes that different implementing partners are willing to coordinate 
on the design and implementation of sanitation and hygiene interventions and service 
delivery activities, and that there exists an initial level of partnerships in place to facilitate the 
required interactions to enable AWS. While partnership itself is considered a building block and 
partnering and institutional arrangements can be strengthened along the way, a common starting point 
and willingness to engage is a prerequisite.  

Lastly, the ToC assumes that AWS partners can adapt proven sanitation and hygiene 
approaches and interventions that exist for the majority of the population in an area to 
reach other, unserved and/or hard to reach population groups, and that through an 
adaptive management approach, they will actively verify if the interventions are reaching 
all those targeted, and continue to adapt approaches until they do. This is possibly the biggest 
assumption to unpack in future research, as the “how” of this adaptive way of working, implementing 
different interventions, and offering differentiated services across geographical areas—based on income 
levels, remoteness, prevailing social norms, or other socio-economic factors—harbors within it a high 
level of potential complexity, but needs to be feasible within resource- and capacity-constrained 
contexts typical of many rural areas in low-income countries. 
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7.0 KEY TAKEAWAYS AND AVENUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
Below the review team summarizes the key takeaways from the desk review and discuss the ongoing 
challenges to implementing area-wide approaches. This section also looks ahead to what new avenues of 
research USAID may undertake to illuminate some of these knowledge and evidence gaps.  

7.1 KEY TAKEAWAYS 

Existing framework definitions and documented experiences of AWS point to a set of core 
defining principles, building blocks, and interventions. Commonalities in existing AWS 
frameworks and tools point to four key AWS principles: (1) working at scale, (2) aiming for universal 
and inclusive coverage, (3) placing governments in the lead, and (4) prioritizing sustainability. These 
principles are increasingly incorporated into sanitation programs and policies from both DPs and 
national governments. The adoption of these principles across contexts in Africa and Asia reflects the 
broader sectoral shift for achieving greater and more sustainable results at scale. 

Documented cases of AWS in practice remain limited, and of those that are available, few 
align with or have implemented all principles, building blocks, or interventions. This is partly 
context-specific as not all aspects are equally relevant in all contexts, but largely due to the wide-
spanning requirements of AWS that encompass both national and subnational building blocks and a host 
of sanitation and hygiene interventions, all supported by the four key principles. This presents challenges 
in analyzing implementation of specific case studies and drawing broader lessons across cases. Available 
resources lack sufficient detail or do not document all program aspects (and outcomes) that are needed 
for a more in-depth critique of their approaches. For example, many of the government case studies 
used in this desk review come from national-level plans and policies (e.g., Kenya, Malawi, Philippines, 
Uganda,22 and Zambia), which are of limited value for understanding how these plans are implemented at 
the local level and whether (or by how much) they retain the key principles of AWS. For DP programs, 
while they play a significant role in helping to operationalize government plans and strengthen local 
government capacity for implementation, the extent to which they are donor-driven rather than 
supporting government-led sanitation efforts is not always clear. This has implications for sustainability 
of outcomes and services, which need to be further understood. 

The frameworks and documented cases of AWS implementation can inform the 
development of a preliminary ToC for AWS. The ToC presents the core components of AWS—
its national and subnational system building blocks, cross-cutting processes, and relevant sanitation and 
hygiene interventions—and how they come together to achieve area-wide outcomes. The review team 
notes that implementation of the various AWS components will differ at the local level where context, 
resources, stakeholder capacities, and baseline sanitation coverage vary. The components are also 
impacted by a broader sector focus on system strengthening, and there are ongoing efforts to 
strengthen national policy environments, improve sector planning, monitoring and coordination, and 
increase available financial resources for rural sanitation and hygiene. While the ToC does not currently 
reflect the causal pathways that connect these components, it can be used to ground further dialogue 
and research into AWS implementation. 

The findings from the desk review represent a review of the available literature that can 
inform the sector’s understanding of AWS. Likewise, given the limited documentation available, 
the research and case studies included should not be viewed as a collective body of area-wide 
approaches and interventions. However, this desk review has brought greater clarity around AWS as a 

 
22  The team reviewed two district-level sanitation planning resources for Uganda in addition to NDP II and NDP III, but it 

remains unclear how donor-driven these individual plans were or how broadly utilized these approaches are in other 
districts. Similarly, the national plans do not reference or endorse these approaches. 
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framework for rural sanitation and hygiene and has helped to identify key knowledge gaps and areas for 
further research.  

7.2 PRIORITY AREAS OF FUTURE RESEARCH 

Several areas of implementation research can further contribute to sector learning and understanding 
around AWS. These are summarized below. 

• Implementing AWS core components. Although this desk review identifies a set of 
building blocks, processes, and interventions commonly part of AWS implementation, 
understanding how to effectively develop and strengthen these core components across 
contexts to support the achievement of area-wide outcomes requires further documentation of 
experience. The building blocks and specific sanitation and hygiene interventions required for 
AWS will vary by context as the policies, laws, institutions, stakeholders, and preexisting 
sanitation status also differ. As such, the “how” of designing and implementing AWS is a key 
outstanding question in operationalizing this approach, where more evidence is needed. This 
includes, for example: 

− How to undertake context analysis and what key parameters to assess to inform AWS 
planning and implementation 

− How to effectively implement integrated (sequenced, phased, and parallel) sanitation 
interventions 

− How to ensure sustained service provision over time 

− Which target populations to reach first 

The sector needs greater documentation, reflection, and learning at the global level to better 
understand the implementation of area-wide programming and the emerging lessons and best 
practices to replicate across contexts. 

• MEL and adaptive management. Implementing a multitude of interventions at scale, for 
different target populations, and with different implementing partners and agencies requires a 
significant amount of data and HR capacity and skills to ensure that the solutions designed and 
implemented reach their intended beneficiaries. This places a large burden on local (and often 
resource-constrained) governments to accurately monitor both the inputs and services provided 
as well as the resulting sanitation and hygiene access and use, and to use that information to 
improve programming and foster sustainability of outcomes. However, there is a risk that 
implementing overly sophisticated M&E systems that are beyond the capacity and resources of 
local governments will become unsustainable without significant and continuous support. Some 
DP programs contributed significant investments in MEL and worked with (local) governments 
to ensure in-depth, highly disaggregated, and regular data collection on a variety of sanitation 
and hygiene processes and outcomes, with an eye on the principles of scale, sustainability, and 
government leadership. However, the sector needs to better understand the elements 
constituting effective, realistic M&E to make the key decisions in the drive to achieve and sustain 
area-wide universal service delivery. The challenge for local governments is twofold: (1) How 
can existing local government monitoring systems be strengthened to sustainably collect 
required data for AWS (and to use that information to further improve and adapt)?, and (2) 
How can these practices and systems be set up within local governments and in resource-
constrained, rural, and remote settings?  
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• Planning for safe containment and management of waste. The goal of AWS is to move 
households as quickly and sustainably as possible toward SMSS, which requires investments in 
safe containment and FSM. Only 44% of the global rural population has access to SMSS, leaving 
over 1.9 billion people without access (UNICEF-WHO JMP 2021). Not only do improved 
sanitation systems sometimes fail to safely contain excreta or treat it in-situ, solutions for 
removal, transportation, treatment, and disposal/reuse are needed that are accessible to rural 
populations (Kolsky, Fleming, and Bartram 2019). Increasing access to rural SMSS will require 
long-term thinking and planning from policymakers to address safe containment and FSM, as well 
as a host of other recommendations identified by Robinson and Peal (2020), which require 
further research and documentation on how best to implement them. These include:  

− Improved monitoring of SMSS 

− Keeping waste in the ground as long as possible (as a method of safe treatment) 

− Testing new and communal opportunities for emptying and disposal such as burying and 
trenching 

− Addressing unsafe excreta return before containment (e.g., unsafe child excreta disposal, 
returns to OD)23 

− Addressing viable infrastructure and business models for FSM in rural areas  

− Using non-market technical support to upgrade unimproved toilets (where MBS has not yet 
reached people) 

− Raising awareness of the needs, suitable options, and risks associated with SMSS 

• Ensuring GESI outcomes. There exist numerous resources and guidance materials that are 
devoted to improving access to and use of sanitation services for women and girls or for certain 
vulnerable groups. However, what remains unknown is when and how (in terms of both timing 
and prioritization) to include specific GESI considerations or elements in interventions or 
approaches under an AWS framework. As GESI-related barriers to sanitation are highly context 
dependent, so too are the approaches needed to address and remove them. Whether certain 
groups should be addressed first, how much attention should be given early on to “low hanging 
fruit” versus immediate prioritization of the most remote/marginalized, or how to weigh the 
prioritization of vulnerabilities across groups to best allocate programming resources requires 
further study. So too does the effective inclusion of women and girls and other potentially 
disadvantaged groups in communal/area-wide decision making, and the design and application of 
appropriate policies, strategies, and regulation that effectively stimulate GESI. 

  

 
23  The theme of hygienic environments and SBC, including child feces management, are further explored in “Toward a 

Hygienic Environment for Infants and Young Children: Limiting Early Exposures to Support Long-Term Health and Well-
Being” (USAID 2022). 

https://www.globalwaters.org/resources/assets/toward-hygienic-environment-infants-and-young-children-limiting-early-exposures
https://www.globalwaters.org/resources/assets/toward-hygienic-environment-infants-and-young-children-limiting-early-exposures
https://www.globalwaters.org/resources/assets/toward-hygienic-environment-infants-and-young-children-limiting-early-exposures
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ANNEX A. AREA-WIDE APPROACHES BY DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS 
TABLE 6: CHARACTERISTICS OF AREA-WIDE APPROACHES IN PRACTICE 

ORGANIZATION GEOGRAPHY SUMMARY OF 
PROGRAM 

INTERVENTIONS 
USED (IF 
KNOWN) 

AREA-WIDE SANITATION (AWS) KEY PRINCIPLES 

SCALE ROLE OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EQUITY AND UNIVERSAL 
COVERAGE 

SNV 
(1, 2) Africa/Asia 

Sustainable 
Sanitation and 
Hygiene for All 

(SSH4A) (2008–2018) 
 

SSH4A worked to 
create and improve 

water, sanitation, and 
hygiene (WASH) 

systems and address the 
demand, supply, 
behavioral, and 

governance bottlenecks 
to AWS coverage and 

service delivery. 

Community-led total 
sanitation (CLTS), 
capacity building, 
behavior change 
communication 

(BCC), supply chain 
development 

National, 
provincial, 

county, 
district 

Strengthened WASH 
governance over enabling 
sanitation enterprises and 
markets through direct 
partnership and training 
with national and local 
governments across 

interventions (e.g., CLTS, 
subsidies, market-based 
sanitation); focused on 

sanitation in households, 
public spaces, and as area-
wide (provincial, county, 

district) service provision. 

Individual programs modified designs 
of sanitation products and 

interventions to best fit local 
contexts. Local masons altered 

latrine designs to suit local climate 
and soil conditions of program areas. 

These programs facilitated 
governments and partner 

organizations to include a GESI lens 
in sanitation programming, including 

those marginalized because of 
gender, age, income, and disability. 
They also conducted vulnerability 

mapping in program areas and aided 
local governments to incorporate 

findings into programming. 

World Bank 
(1, 2, 3, 4) 

Sub-Saharan 
Africa: Tanzania 

 
South Asia: India 

 
Southeast Asia: 

Indonesia 

Total Sanitation and 
Sanitation Marketing 
(TSSM) (2007–2011) 

 
TSSM worked with 

national and local 
governments to 

strengthen sanitation 
markets and spur 

demand for sanitation 
products to increase 
hygienic sanitation 

access and improved 
health. 

CLTS, capacity 
building, sanitation 

marketing 

National, 
provincial, 

district 

Worked to strengthen the 
enabling environment on 
both a national and local 
level through capacity 

building and policy 
development to carry out 

CLTS and sanitation 
marketing interventions at 
the district level; assisted 
district governments with 
implementation planning, 
monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E), and budgeting to 
promote sustainability 
post-implementation 

through local government 
leadership. 

Program implementation was scaled 
to work within entire districts on an 
area-wide level and cover as broad a 

population as possible. It also 
integrated culturally relevant 
information, education, and 

communication approaches (e.g., 
including street theater) with CLTS 
techniques to fit the local cultural 

context. 

about:blank
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about:blank
about:blank
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TABLE 6: CHARACTERISTICS OF AREA-WIDE APPROACHES IN PRACTICE 

ORGANIZATION GEOGRAPHY SUMMARY OF 
PROGRAM 

INTERVENTIONS 
USED (IF 
KNOWN) 

AREA-WIDE SANITATION (AWS) KEY PRINCIPLES 

SCALE ROLE OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EQUITY AND UNIVERSAL 
COVERAGE 

World Bank 
(1, 2, 3) 

Southeast Asia: 
Indonesia 

National Program for 
Community Water 

Supply and Sanitation 
Services (NPCWSSS 

[Third Water and 
Sanitation for Low 

Income Communities 
Project 

(PAMSIMAS)]) - 
Phase 1 (2005–2012) 

 
NPCWSSS - Phase II 

(NPCWSSS II) 
(2013–2015) 

 
NPCWSSS trained 

community-level 
organizations and 
governments in 

implementing WASH 
programming, waste 

management techniques, 
and knowledge sharing. 

CLTS, capacity 
building, hygiene 

interventions 

Community, 
district 

Provided capacity 
development and other 

trainings to local 
government officials to 
prepare for community-

level program 
implementation and 
sanitation marketing; 

utilized district and village 
incentives such as grants as 
community incentives that 

rewarded villages and 
districts who met open 
defecation free (ODF) 

targets. 

Aided local governments in 
developing and implementing 

context-specific, tailored 
interventions to meet local needs; 

aimed to support the Government of 
Indonesia in reaching universal 
coverage nationally by 2019. 
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ANNEX B. AREA-WIDE APPROACHES BY GOVERNMENTS 
TABLE 7: NATIONAL AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA-WIDE PROGRAMMING 

COUNTRY PROGRAM 

SUMMARY AND 
GOALS/TARGETS (ODF, 

BASIC SANITATION, 
SAFELY MANAGED 

SANITATION SERVICES) 

INTERVENTIONS 
USED (IF 
KNOWN) 

AWS KEY PRINCIPLES 

SCALE ROLE OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EQUITY AND UNIVERSAL 
COVERAGE 

Nepal 
(1, 2) 

Sanitation and 
Hygiene Master 

Plan  
(2011–2015) 

National plan that supported 
the effective planning, budgeting, 

mobilization of human 
resources, implementation, 

M&E, and follow-up hygiene and 
sanitation programming to 

reach national sanitation targets. 
 

Goal: Universal toilet coverage 
by 2017 (ODF declared in 

2019). 

CLTS, capacity 
building, targeted 

subsidies (for poor 
and disadvantaged 

groups) 

National, 
regional, 
district 

Local provincial and district 
governments lead and implement 

behavior change programming 
district-wide, with stakeholder 

alignment through district 
committees, regional and district 

awards systems for meeting 
targets, and national funding 

allocations for local budgeting for 
sanitation programming. 

Implemented targeted subsidies 
for hard-to-reach populations 

to ensure universal access in all 
districts; coordination with 

other government departments 
(Ministry of Women, Children, 
and Social Welfare) to integrate 

equity considerations into 
sanitation policies. 

India 
(1) 

Swachh Bharat 
Mission Grameen 

(SBMG)  
(2014–2025) 

A whole-of-government 
initiative to increase sanitation 
coverage by empowering state- 
and district-level governments 

to implement large-scale 
behavior change and context 

specific sanitation programming. 
 

Goal: Eliminate open defecation 
nationwide by October 2, 2019. 

CLTS; information, 
education, and 
communication 

campaigns; capacity 
development of 

sanitation suppliers 
and businesses 

National, 
regional, 
district 

States and districts are responsible 
for designing a district-wide 

approach to implementing village- 
and community-level behavior 
change interventions toward 
universal coverage; significant 

funding from the national 
government to state sanitation 
programming. Clear rules and 

responsibilities for district 
governments/positions to carry 

out area-wide programing. 

Local governments prioritize 
vulnerable groups such as 

women, children, lower castes, 
faiths and ethnicities, older 

people, etc., through inclusive 
planning of WASH services to 

include provisions for menstrual 
hygiene management (MHM) 

and “accessible” sanitary 
facilities and consultation with 

local women’s groups and 
intentionally identified 

households with disabled 
members to tailor latrine 

construction to their needs. 

Indonesia 
(1, 2, 3, 4, 

5) 

Sanitasi Total 
Berbasis 

Masyarakat 
(STBM)  

(2008–Present) 

National sanitation campaign 
that focused on building the 
capacities of community- and 
village-level governments to 

implement sanitation and 
hygiene programming. 

 
Goal: Universal access to basic 

sanitation by 2019. 

CLTS, hygiene 
interventions, fecal 
sludge management 
(FSM), supply side 

strengthening, 
enabling environment 

support 

National, 
provincial, 

district 

District governments implement 
context-specific programs on an 
area-wide scale; provide clear 

monitoring and financing 
responsibilities throughout levels 

of government. 

Inter-departmental 
collaboration to improve 
targeting of hard-to-reach 

populations (e.g., ultra-poor); 
external partners have 

supported designing and 
integrating gender and equity 
programming into the STBM 
framework with government 

partners. 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
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TABLE 7: NATIONAL AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA-WIDE PROGRAMMING 

COUNTRY PROGRAM 

SUMMARY AND 
GOALS/TARGETS (ODF, 

BASIC SANITATION, 
SAFELY MANAGED 

SANITATION SERVICES) 

INTERVENTIONS 
USED (IF 
KNOWN) 

AWS KEY PRINCIPLES 

SCALE ROLE OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EQUITY AND UNIVERSAL 
COVERAGE 

Philippines 

Philippines 
Approach to 
Sustainable 
Sanitation 
(PhATSS)  

(2019–Present) 

The national government’s 
policy that adopted a phased 

area-wide approach, 
implemented by local 

government units (LGUs). Not 
a lot of programming has used 
this approach since it was only 

enacted in 2019. 
 

Goal: Zero open defecation 
status and universal access to 

safe and adequate sanitary 
facilities by 2028. 

CLTS, sanitation 
marketing, FSM, 

WASH 
communication 

campaigns 

LGU, 
Barangay 

Local coordination bodies on the 
provincial, municipal/city, and 

Barangay/LGU level are 
responsible for implementing 

PhATSS guidelines through the 
planning, budgeting, monitoring, 

and verifying of WASH 
programming with the support 
from national agencies. Also 

responsible for knowledge sharing 
among LGUs and other 

stakeholders to support learnings 
and share best practices. 

Targeted assistance to 
disadvantaged persons/groups is 

listed as one of the 
implementation mechanisms of 
PhATSS, with LGUs required to 

define and identify 
disadvantaged persons/groups 
that need improved sanitation 
facilities and prioritize those 
groups in service provision. 

Unclear if any other 
concessions are made. 

Uganda (1, 
2, 3) 

Second and 
Third National 
Development 

Plans  
(NDP II and III) 

(2015–2020; 
2020–2025) 

 
Kabarole 

District WASH 
Master Plan 
(2018–2030) 

 
Kamwenge 

District 
Investment Plan 

for Water, 
Sanitation and 

Hygiene 

National development plans that 
establish WASH-sector 

priorities and targets to be 
achieved by 2024/25; district 

WASH master plan and 
financing framework that 

present context-specific targets, 
tailored interventions, and local 
budget allocations to localize 
sustainable development goal 

(SDG) targets. 
 

Goal: Increase improved toilet 
coverage to 45% by 2025. 

CLTS, BCC, 
sanitation marketing, 

FSM 
District 

Districts create, own, and 
implement district-wide 
frameworks for WASH 

programming in line with national 
priorities, context-specific targets, 
and the SDGs; inclusive of district-

level budget allocations, an 
intersectoral oversight body, 

defined roles and responsibilities, 
and benchmarking at the 

household level to track sanitation 
access. 

Utilizing a national framework 
for gender management to 

promote inclusion of women 
and girls’ needs in WASH, with 

local district hygiene plans, 
including budgetary provisions 

and a focus on women's 
menstrual hygiene services. 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
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TABLE 7: NATIONAL AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA-WIDE PROGRAMMING 

COUNTRY PROGRAM 

SUMMARY AND 
GOALS/TARGETS (ODF, 

BASIC SANITATION, 
SAFELY MANAGED 

SANITATION SERVICES) 

INTERVENTIONS 
USED (IF 
KNOWN) 

AWS KEY PRINCIPLES 

SCALE ROLE OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EQUITY AND UNIVERSAL 
COVERAGE 

Kenya 

Kenya Rural 
Sanitation and 

Hygiene 
Protocol  

(2022–Present) 

National sanitation protocol for 
county and sub-county 

governments to achieve area-
wide outcomes through a 

phased programming approach 
to reach national sanitation 

targets by 2030. 
 

Goal: All rural communities to 
achieve G2 status, nationwide 
ODF, and universal access to 
improved sanitation by 2030. 

CLTS, sanitation 
marketing, capacity 

development, 
targeted subsidies 

County, 
sub-

county, 
ward 

County and sub-county political 
units are responsible for the 

design, implementation, planning, 
monitoring, and financing of 

sanitation programming. Local 
governments are also responsible 
for ensuring that programming is 
equitable and reaching everyone 

within the area. 

During progress toward G1 and 
G2,24 sub-county governments 
are responsible for identifying 

and reaching vulnerable 
populations through developing 

inclusive policy, plans, and 
targets; allocating budgets 

toward sanitation programming; 
and designing context-specific 

activities for their specific 
needs. 

Zambia 
(1) 

National Rural 
Water Supply 
and Sanitation 
Programme 

Phase 2 
(NRWSSP II) 
(2019–2030) 

National program aimed toward 
sustaining and building off of 

progress made from first 
implementation phase 

(NRWSSP I) to expand access 
to improved sanitation in rural 

areas. 
 

Goal: 90% of the population 
has access to improved 

sanitation by 2030. 

CLTS, BCC, capacity 
building, sanitation 
education campaign 

National, 
provincial, 

district 

Provinces to identify and prioritize 
which behaviors (i.e., open 

defecation, waste management, 
etc.) are most prevalent in their 

respective areas and design 
interventions on a district level; 

lays out clear roles and 
responsibilities for local 

governments and a plan for 
national/external funding, as well 
as the creation of both provincial 
and district WASH committees to 
oversee and coordinate sanitation 

programming. 

Local governments have 
responsibility to ensure 
sanitation programing is 
inclusive of marginalized 
populations, specifically 
mentioning vulnerable 

populations, including gender, 
the chronically ill, and persons 

with disabilities, but it is 
unknown how this is practically 

implemented. 

Malawi  

National 
Sanitation and 

Hygiene Strategy 
(2018–2024) 

National strategy establishing a 
framework for improving and 

sustaining sanitation and hygiene 
service delivery 

 
Goal: Access to improved 

sanitation and hygiene facilities 
for 29 rural districts, 263 

CLTS/CLTS +, BCC, 
Sanitation Marketing 

National, 
district 

District and local government 
units implement a broad range of 
behavioral change and demand 

interventions (e.g., CLTS, 
sanitation marketing) toward ODF 

on a district-wide level, with an 
institutionalized phased sanitation 
ladder and post-ODF monitoring; 

National-level government 
agencies (i.e., Ministry of 

Gender, Children, Disability, 
and Social Welfare Community) 

responsible for integrating 
equity in programming with 

districts to ensure inclusivity; 
includes provisions for 

 
24  Kenya’s Rural Sanitation and Hygiene Protocol contains a phased approach to sanitation where G1 status is the achievement of ODF status and G2 status is the 

achievement of safe management of human, infant and young child/children, and animal waste. 

about:blank
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COUNTRY PROGRAM 

SUMMARY AND 
GOALS/TARGETS (ODF, 

BASIC SANITATION, 
SAFELY MANAGED 

SANITATION SERVICES) 

INTERVENTIONS 
USED (IF 
KNOWN) 

AWS KEY PRINCIPLES 

SCALE ROLE OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EQUITY AND UNIVERSAL 
COVERAGE 

traditional authorities, and 
38,682 villages by 2024 

plans for inter-
departmental/sectoral 

collaboration and established 
coordination channels between 

national, district, and local 
government units. 

incorporating MHM activities 
into all sanitation programming 

by 2024. 
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